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‘Rahnema has done the staggeringly difficult task of offering us a meticulously
researched history of the life and times of the Fada'is in late-Pahlavi Iran.’

Roham Alvandi, Associate Professor of International History, London
School of Economics and Political Science

‘Bypassing existing studies, Ali Rahnema’s Call to Arms reconstructs the
formation and peak activities of Iran’s Fada’i guerrillas, relying almost entirely
on the movement’s own literature and other contemporary primary sources.
Meticulous and riveting, this book works like a time-tunnel, taking us back to
experience “first-hand” the dramatic heroics and painful tragedy of radical
political opposition in 1960s—-1970s Iran.’

Afshin Matin-Asgari, Professor of History, California State University, Los

Angeles, and author of Both Eastern and Western: An Intellectual History
of Iranian Modernity

‘Ali Rahnema’s Call to Arms delivers like a ray of hope, translating foregone
pieties of a revolutionary age into the determined course of thinking, doing, and



being. This book is an act of redemption, not just of the Iranian Marxist
revolutionaries but also of the spirit of the age that demanded armed uprising
against tyranny. What Rahnema achieves is a microcosm of a revolutionary age
at work far beyond Iranian borders — from Asia to Africa to Latin America — that
precisely in its noble political failures succeeded in building a notion of national
sovereignty that forever dismantled any and all claims to state legitimacy.
Nations were formed and national consciousness forged by the failed phantom of
liberty these revolutionaries imagined and enacted. Read this book with a
measure of due reverence. You are in the presence of ennobling legends.’

Hamid Dabashi, Hagop Kevorkian Professor of Iranian Studies and
Comparative Literature, Columbia University






RADICAL HISTORIES
OF THE MIDDLE EAST

SERIES EDITORS

Dr Golnar Nikpour, Dartmouth College
Dr Mezna Qato, University of Cambridge
Dr Siavush Randjbar-Daemi, University of St Andrews
Dr Eskandar Sadeghi-Boroujerdi, Goldsmiths, University of London
Dr Omar H. AlShehabi, Gulf University of Science and Technology
Dr Abdel Razzaq Takriti, University of Houston

OTHER TITLES IN THIS SERIES

Khalil Maleki by Homa Katouzian
Contested Modernity by Omar H. AlShehabi
A Rebel’s Journey by Peyman Vahabzadeh

For more information and details of forthcoming volumes, please visit

oneworld-publications.com/radical-histories







*

Y
CALL .

TO ARMS

Iran’s Marxist
Revolutionaries

FORMATION AND EVOLUTION OF THE
FADA'IS, 1964-1976

ALI RAHNEMA

2,

ONEWORLD
ACADEMIC




To the memory of Hamid Habibi, a radical intellectual of the left and a
gentleman farmer who had agreed to read this manuscript first.



Contents

Preface and Acknowledgements

Introduction

1 Violence as a political option?

Demonizing the armed opposition

Why resort to political violence?

The four Iranian Marxist theoreticians of armed struggle

2 Hasan Zia-Zarifi’s account of why armed struggle

The culprit: Absolutist despotic monarchism

Reflections from prison




3 Amir-Parviz Pouyan’s account of why armed struggle

Literature in the service of politics

Armed struggle: Rational or irrational? A necessary theoretical digression

Pouyan on the necessity of armed struggle as a rational choice

Refutation of the theory of survival

Pouyan’s incisive impact

4 Mas oud Ahmadzadeh’s accounts of why armed struggle

Demystifying classical notions of how and when to take up arms

The fruitful retreat

The Debray factor: From Havana to Tehran via Mashhad

Learning from the past

Breaking with the old sacred cows

Armed struggle by the revolutionary vanguard



5 Bijan Jazani’s accounts of why armed struggle

Mysteries around What a Revolutionary Should Know

To confront a monarchical military dictatorship

Revolutionary intellectuals: The dynamite of the revolutionary movement

Jazani’s paradoxical hints

Revolutionary agents and the question of leadership in a despotic or democratic
Iran

6 The Tudeh Party’s awkward tango with armed struggle

Ideological rift over revolution-making

Iranian students take sides

The Tudeh Party’s reluctant approval of armed struggle

The Tudeh Party pushes back against armed struggle




Revolution means employing peaceful methods of struggle

The Tudeh Party denounces armed struggle

What did the revolutionary Marxists think of the Tudeh Party?

7 Monarchists, Maoists, and the Tudeh Party in unison: armed struggle is
counter-revolutionary adventurism

For Nikkhah the red revolution turned white

Kourosh LLasha’i’s rejection of romanticism and embrace of realism

The Tudeh Party: We told you so

8 Armed struggle and Marxist canonists

Historical determinism or revolutionary voluntarism?

Marx and Engels: Wavering over the role of violence?

Lenin on violence, unequivocal?

Trotsky: Dissonance between intellectual revolutionary consciousness and
backward economic conditions invites violence




9 Armed struggle and Marxist revolutionaries

Mao Tse-tung’s revolutionary authority

Che Guevara’s revolution-making to overthrow dictators

Carlos Marighella: Unleashing violence to end dictatorial violence

Marighella in Iran via Baghdad

10 Formative years of the Jazani group

Jazani the entrepreneur

Whence it came

Student political activities

First phase of the Jazani Group

Jazani and The Message of University Students

Second phase of the Jazani Group




The political and propaganda branch

The operational and military branch

The military operation that should have happened but did not

Ghafour Hasanpour’s networks: Recruiting behind the scenes

11 Jazani Group compromised

First raids

The remnants of the Jazani Group under siege

Bank robberies

The decision to leave the country

The final nabs

12 The new Hasanpour, Ashraf, and Safa’i-Farahani Group: Preparations and
operations




Picking up the broken pieces

Organizing armed struggle: Three teams

The first urban operations of the H-A-S Group

13 The Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Meftahi Group

The dissimilar but inseparable Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh

Enter ‘Abbas Meftahi

Pouyan’s circles at Mashhad and Tabriz

Ahmadzadeh’s membership in Hirmanpour’s circle

Meftahi’s Sari and Tehran circles

The P-A-M Group’s military operations before Siyahkal

An ethical digression: To press or not to press the trigger

14 Armed struggle in Iran: Rural or urban




Theoretical positioning

Ahmadzadeh gently parts with the Cuban model

Jazani: Rural Iran not the ideal revolutionary base

Jazani’s change of heart: Emphasis on rural/mountainous warfare

»

15 Merger discussions for “Iran’s revolutionary armed movement

The painful and slow process of negotiation

Last hurdle: Convincing the P-A-M rank and file

The mountain group’s five-month reconnaissance mission

Postponements

16 The H-A-S Group hounded

The beans are spilled

The arrests begin



The mountain team compromised

17 The Siyahkal operation

Assault on the Siyahkal Gendarmerie Station on 19 Bahman

The aftermath of the assault

The nineteen-day odyssey of the retreating guerrillas

18 Assessing the Siyahkal strike

Objectives of the Sivahkal strike: Ahmadzadeh, Ashraf, Safa’i-Farahani

Siyahkal as a military operation: Fumbles and blunders

The regime’s first public response to the Siyahkal strike

The Ranking Security Official’s spectacle

19 The Hamid Ashraf factor



Schooling

Ashraf in the eyes of fellow combatants

Three years of guerrilla struggle in perspective

Ashraf violent and authoritarian?

20 Hemming the guerrillas or cultivating a guerrilla culture?

The Shah declares the end of terrorist activities in Iran

The Golesorkhi affair

Revolutionaries of the Film School of the Iranian National Television

Slaying heroes: Fuel on fire

21 Jazani’s questioning of armed struggle

Challenging the theory and practice of the Fada’is

Looking for new forms of struggle



Underlining the role of legal methods of struggle

A matter of trade-off

22 Softly disarming armed struggle to regain the trust of the masses

Step one: The correct stage in the movement

Step two: Walking on two legs

Step three: Iran’s paradoxical political condition, democratic and despotic

Step four: The guerrillas’ conflicting remits, or unity of opposites

Step five: Armed propaganda and the combined method of struggle

Two interpretations of armed struggle

The issue of objective conditions of revolution

How long would it take the masses to join the movement?

Saving the armed movement from the unhealthy leftist tendency

23 Jazani’s ideological offensive in prison




Spreading the good word

Open schism in prison

Where did the original members of the Jazani Group stand?

The secretive delinking of armed struggle from the movement

The misunderstood or conflicted theoretician

24 The Fada’i interface, inside, outside prison

Indirect interactions between Ashraf and Jazani in 1973

On the correct method of struggle: The Fada’is and the Star Group

Summer 1974: Armed struggle as strategy and tactic has the upper hand

Reading about the correct method of struggle in People’s Combat

Familiarity with and reaction to Jazani’s works outside prisons

25 Fada’i leadership debating correct methods of struggle




A discreet Jazani special issue of People’s Combat

Growing a second leg?

Political activities in 1976 discussions with the Marxist Mojahedin

Does Ashraf take sides in May/June 19767

26 Bird’s-eye view of armed struggle (1971-1976)

The guerrillas’ persistent presence

Guerrillas highlighted: Partial transparency

The news blackout and the Fada'is’ rising success

Changing tides: Expansion, exposure, and beleaguered

The Fada’is’ relations with Libya, Palestinian groups, and the Soviet Union

The shock of state terrorism

Fada’is under attack



The Fada’is without Ashraf

27 Guerrillas conducting the regime’s requiem

Students at home beat on the drums of war

University turmoil and campus guards

Policy of zero tolerance

The student backlash to the Golesorkhi affair

Winds of change

28 The regime’s requiem: The players abroad

Iranian students abroad rallying against the regime

Iranian students abroad take their cue from the guerrillas

Radical methods to put the Shah’s regime on the spot

29 Prelude to the Shah’s free fall



The Western press reveals secrets

Disdain for torture

The grand anti-Shah conspiracy

A last-ditch effort against the guerrilla—CISNU coalition

Beating a fatal retreat

Conclusion

Chronology

Bibliography



Preface and Acknowledgements

Iranian contemporary history is full of unexplored and half-hidden episodes and
periods on which Iranians are divided. The social impact and significance of
these periods are often manifested in heated debates, exchanges, and ultimately
judgements passed many years or decades later. If after half a century Iranians
continue to talk about and debate the merits and shortcomings of Siyahkal and
the subsequent actions of the Fada’i guerrillas, it simply means that the period
has marked the social psyche of generations. Charting the proper topography of
such periods is an ongoing process. It requires the continuous effort of historians
looking at such events with their respective sensitivities and outlooks, and the
research material available to them. In the preliminary stages of such
historiography the terrain can only be partially illuminated. The final
cartography will be produced in time as more investigations are carried out and
more light is shed.

The history of the Iranian Marxist revolutionaries, the Fada’is, is the subject of
this study — whence they came, what they sought, and how they fared. The
emphasis is on the formative years of those political groups, which turned to
armed struggle as their method of fostering change. It traces the origins,
evolution, interaction, and process by which two groups merged to form the
People’s Fada’i Guerrillas in early 1971 and examines the activities of the
Fada’is until the summer of 1976. The chronology for this book turned out to be
lengthy. The details of team formations, members, activities, armed operations,
street battles, arrests, and executions are included in the chronology. I would
recommend reading it before starting with the text as it provides a general
impression of the context and events.

Understanding the history and impact of the Fada’is necessitates answering
numerous questions. What was their genealogy and lineage? What was their
theoretical and ideological genesis? How did pre-Fada’i circles and groups take



shape, blend, and develop? What did their theoreticians think? How was the
Siyahkal strike planned, carried out, and what were its outcomes? To what extent
did the pre-Fada’i groups transcend or retain their original identity as they
morphed into the People’s Fada'i Guerrillas? How did they act and evolve after
they became the Fada’is? What were their political expectations and objectives?
How and why did Bijan Jazani, the leader of a pre-Fada’i group, launch an
ideological campaign from prison against the prevalent revolutionary philosophy
of the Fada’is fighting the regime? How was this ideological challenge received
and responded to? What was the impact of the guerrillas’ activities on the
general public, and on student sympathizers in and outside the country? Finally,
did the Fada'is play a role in the fall of the Shah and the 1979 Iranian
revolution? The object of this study is not only to take a step towards
constructing the Fada’i history, but to place the ideas of their theoreticians in the
context of Marxist—Leninist thought. The Fada'is will also be situated in relation
to the ideas and positions of the Tudeh Party, their non-revolutionary Marxist
contenders.

A major difficulty with tracing and reconstructing the history of the Fada’is is
finding reliable sources. The basic factual foundations necessary to construct the
history of any clandestine revolutionary group can be elusive. In the case of the
Fada'is, the task becomes even more difficult. Archives provide raw information
in terms of dates, times, participants, events, and facts. In 2020, such annals on
the pre-Fada’is and Fada’is do not exist. Ironically, the fairly reliable archival
sources available on them are those of the British Foreign and Commonwealth
Office, and the American Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS). In
these two repositories, facts, dates, hearsay, approximations, analysis, opinion,
and prejudice are detectable and identifiable. The Iranian press provides partial
facts, partial SAVAK (secret police) misinformation and, at times, total
dissimulation of Fada'i activities. It remains, however, most useful in terms of
providing dates, even if events reported on those dates include disinformation
and should be handled with care.

Finding correct dates of any kind becomes a taxing task. Writing a historical
account without establishing a chronology, without understanding and
determining historical associations, causes, and effects, based on dates, is most
challenging. In state-run publications, the frequency of expressions such as
“after a while” (pas az chandi), “from now on” (az in pas), “in this period” (dar
in dowran), “as time passes by gradually” (ba gozasht-e zaman andak andak),
becomes frustrating and confusing. Studying events in a time void is almost like



reading a piece of science fiction with no tangible historical time markers and
indicators.

The value and veracity of the literature on the Fada'is published after the
revolution by various state-run archives, security-related think tanks, and state-
employed researchers or authors with free access to SAVAK files is even more
complex. These works are most often based on SAVAK reports of events,
SAVAK instructions or evaluations, interrogation reports on the activities of
arrested guerrillas, and monographs on or profile assessments of key combatants
by other arrested comrades. The information obtained under duress from arrested
Fada’is, even if published in its entirety, would have to be treated cautiously.
Relying on interrogation reports can be completely misleading as most
purposefully distort undivulged information, mislead and confuse their
interrogators, and dissimulate the identity of their team members, contacts, and
liaisons. Yet all information in interrogation reports cannot be ruled out as
disinformation. Useful information, however, can be extracted from these
sources. Those arrested and interrogated are sometimes re-interrogated once new
information connecting them with previously undisclosed “subversive” activities
is divulged. In these circumstances, they sometimes disclose dated information
concerning operations or events useful to a researcher but dead wood for the
interrogator. Sifting between disinformation and useful information becomes
difficult. The independent researcher must make an intelligent guess as to
whether the interrogation report referred to by the state-run publications is the
prisoner’s first, second, third, or umpteenth report. Depending on the prisoner
being interrogated, each report may be assumed to have been written after a
torture session.

The state-run publications seldom publish the actual SAVAK letter, report, or
interrogation account in full. In earlier state-run publications almost entire
documents both in the original version and typed version were made available.
Later publications replaced this tradition with their “analysis” based on
unpublished documents.!

Research becomes ever more complicated when state-run think tanks publish
documents in the form of chopped-up and selected passages or pages.

There are three key problems with state-controlled sources claiming to be based
on SAVAK archives but failing to publish or purposefully withholding the



publication of the original document. First, evidence and sources are chosen
selectively by authors, dissimulating the context and the time period. In the
absence of access to the original documents, verification of the veracity of such
sources and their content becomes impossible. Second, such sources seldom
contain dates, chronology, and a systematic presentation of events, relations, or
decisions. SAVAK reports published in their entirety contain valuable
information. They reveal the subject and the issue at hand, the date of the report
and event, and the place where it is taking place. They also disclose the formal
opinion of the SAVAK employee(s) receiving the report on the degree of veracity
of the report and reflect the necessary follow-ups suggested. Sometimes the
antecedent of the subject matter, and its background, are also referred to. Such
important information helps with the understanding, development, and
interlacing of events. Third, consultation of the sources constituting the bases of
state-run publications are not open to the public, raising suspicions of prejudice
and bias on the part of the authors of such works. The academic independence,
credentials, and objectivity of authors of such works is, at best, questionable.
These factors cast a long shadow of doubt on the content of such compilations
and narratives.

Given the inability to consult the actual SAVAK documents and faced with bits
and pieces selectively quoted in state-run publications, researchers must make do
with what is made available to them in such texts. They are put in the sensitive
position of accepting some and rejecting other information. To the extent that the
literature published on the “basis” of SAVAK sources can be verified and
checked by memoirs or writings of the direct actors or surviving actual players,
researchers can separate the wheat from the chaff. In the absence of such
independent memory banks, researchers will be obliged to use their discretion
and intuition to make a call. Here we are swimming in murky waters. Faced with
conflicting evidence, the researcher needs to present it.

Nevertheless, to move towards completing the jigsaw puzzle, one needs to
choose from the available information in the absence of proven evidence. At this
point, the study becomes intuitive, where claims become multiple, and the tools
for ascertaining facts are unavailable. This work has tried to rely on evident facts
as much as possible, but it is by no means free of intuitive deductions. Wherever
use has been made of information obtained in interrogation reports, reference has
been made in the relevant footnotes.

During the past twenty years, veterans of the Fada’i movement from different



generations have published their recollections in the form of single-authored
books, articles, interviews, edited volumes, and compilations. These works are
most useful as they shed light on a specific, and therefore limited, geographical
location of the Fada’i map during the precise time when the narrator was directly
involved with the movement. Classifying such information, and making good
use of it in constructing the Fada'i history, after verification, requires posing a
few preliminary questions: Which generation did the author/reporter belong to?
Did he or she first become associated with the pre-Fada’is or the Fada’is? Was
he/she associated with the Jazani or the Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Meftahi pre-
Fada’i groups? Was he/she a clandestine combatant? When was he/she arrested
and for what? Did the narrator go underground after being released from prison,
and when? Was the reporter fighting, in prison, or overseas? With which side of
the prison debate did the narrator identify? With which of the many factions of
the Fada’is that emerged after 1979 did the narrator identify?

Even though there are no straightforward, or categorical answers to some of
these questions, they help situate the authors/narrators and their story in the wide
geography of the Fada'i history. The purpose of these hypothetical questions is
not to homogenize and pigeonhole individuals, but to best understand their
perspective. The very short life expectancy of active guerrillas (typically six
months), and the fast pace at which new crops of combatants took the place of
fallen ones, makes historical reconstruction difficult.

If we trace the genesis of the pre-Fada’i groups formed around the idea of armed
struggle to around 1964—-1965, we are trying to reconstruct events that occurred
some fifty-five years ago. The daunting reality is that, among those who
constituted the forefathers or pillars of the original groups, no one has survived.
Very few key personalities considered as the companions of the pioneers were
still at hand during the research phase of this study and threw light on certain
aspects of Fada'i history. But their crucial insight was limited to their own period
and circle of involvement. This study has benefitted from the most useful input
of some of these companions. They have helped enormously in reconstructing a
history of the periods that they were directly involved with. The rest is detective
work — part fact, and part hopefully informed speculation. I am indebted to those
who responded graciously to my enquiries. Some of the questions I posed, I
know, reminded them of their interrogations by SAVAK.

This work has long been in the making. It was bypassed several times by other
projects, but never forgotten. The idea originated in 1997 when I was on



sabbatical at St. Antony’s College. Fortuitously, during my stay there, someone
whom I believe to be Ali Razavi, but he is not sure, landed me with a medium
size cardboard box full of pamphlets, pertaining to the Fada'is. Just like that.
This was a sign, as there was enough raw material in that box to start my foray. I
returned to Paris, arranged the pamphlets, and from then on that treasure trove
served as a reminder that I needed to delve into Fada'i history. I would ask
questions, read on the topic, and arrange interviews intermittently.

I started serious work on this project some fifteen years later. I spent over a year
familiarizing myself with the transformations of the Jazani Group by producing
chronological organograms up to Siyahkal. Then I began with the obvious
question: Why did the cream of the cream of Iranian university students, the
educated, the sociopolitically conscious and the future builders of their country,
turn to violence and arms? To address that question, I spent another year and a
half ploughing through Iranian history from the 1953 coup to the assassination of
Prime Minister Hasan-"Ali Mansour in January 1965. That study by itself
became too wordy and voluminous. I realized that, if I were to share with my
readers the detailed historical context of state transformation between 1953 and
1965, by the time they finished reading how the Shah became a despot, they
would forget the main topic. The detailed historical context of the evolution of
the Iranian state had to be abandoned, and the study had to focus on the history
and genesis of the Fada’is’ call to arms.

In this research, I have relied on the goodwill and cooperation of many who
decided to trust me with their experience and accounts. Some chose not to. An
outsider poking his nose into the historical affair of the Fada'is needed
connection and contact. My special thanks go to a good old friend, Shahram
Qanbari. Throughout the years of research and writing, he has been my stone of
patience “sang-e sabour” when I would get flustered with lacunas, inaccuracies,
imprecisions, and conflicts in accounts, reports, and dates. He was the portal to
some key people whose information has been indispensable in this study. His
critical eyes and dogmatic fairness, when reading the early drafts, put me on the
right path. I have also benefitted from three other hawk-eyed friends. My special
thanks go also to Leyla Ebtehadj who helped put my English in order and raised
a red flag when my sentences went running for way too long. She asked key
questions and forced me to clarify my statements. Fereydoun Rashidiyan and
Nazanin Jahanbani identified mistakes which I had missed even after multiple
readings. I am most grateful to Ali Gheissari and Behrooz Mo ‘azami for reading
the manuscript and making painstaking comments and corrections.



Transliteration is tedious except for Persian/Farsi language enthusiasts and
experts. Whenever the transliteration in this text meets the standards of
Persian/Farsi language experts it is the work of Shahram Qanbari and Ali
Gheissari. Whenever there is a mishandling it is mine.

The list of those who helped me with this work is long, and I will not be able to
do them all justice by thanking each individually. There are a few whom I need
to single out specifically for the time they took to answer my detailed, and at
times tedious questions, some over a long period. I would like to thank
Mastoureh Ahmadzadeh, and pay my respects to the late Aqa Taher
Ahmadzadeh, who both gave me a sense of the environment in which Mas oud
and Majid Ahmadzadeh grew up. Mastoureh Ahmadzadeh put me in touch with
the late Bijan Hirmanpour, whose impeccable memory and candour were
indispensable to this study.

My special thanks go also to Mohammad-Majid Kianzad, without whose
patience and continuous help I would have made many more mistakes. He is the
last of the direct actors and companions of the Jazani Group. His experiences
date back to 1963-1964. At one point, Kianzad’s memories of the Jazani Group
overlap with those of Mehdi Same’. The two had gone to the same university.
Same’ provided me with a rich account of the political activities at Tehran’s
Polytechnic University and Ghafour Hasanpour’s role in recreating and
transforming the Jazani Group after 1968. Same ’s excellent memory, and his
rich experience between December 1966 and December 1971, were of great help
in understanding the internal development of one of the two groups which
constituted the Fada’is.

I am most grateful to Farhad Nomani, my old friend and colleague, who
supported this endeavour and put me in contact with important actors. There are
many more whom I am indebted to. I will name a few and beg the pardon of
others: Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr, Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari, Ne ‘mat
Mirzazadeh, Soudabeh Jazani, Qasem Rashidi, ‘Ali Tolou’, Farrokh Negahdar,
Reza ‘Alamehzadeh, Morteza Siyahpoush, Mohammad-Reza Shalgouni, Roben
Markarian, ‘Ali-Asghar Izadi, Naqi Hamidiyan, Behrooz Mo azami, Sheyda
Nabavi, “Ali Sattari, Heydar Tabrizi, ‘Abbas Hashemi, ‘Abdollah Qavami,
Bahram Qobadi, Naser Rahim-Khani, Qorbanali ‘Abdolrahimpour, and those
who wished to remain anonymous. I am also grateful to Siavush Randjbar-
Daemi for providing me with various useful documents. My special thanks to
Novin Doostdar, Eskandar Sadeghi-Boroujerdi, and Siavush Randjbar-Daemi of



Oneworld Publications for their warm reception and support. Finally, my special
thanks to David Inglesfield, for the application of his truly magic wand to this
text.

This work would have been much more difficult to undertake and probably more
wanting had it not been for four crucial websites. My heartfelt thanks go to the
Archive of the Iranian Opposition’s Documents (Arshiv-e asnad-e opozisiyon-e
Iran), Parastou Forouhar’s forouharha.net, the Iranian Oral History Project at
Harvard, and the Marxists Internet Archive. Aspects or all this work may be
objectionable to those who helped create it, and if that may be the case, I
apologize to them in advance. Research on the contemporary history of
absolutist countries is not as dangerous as doing politics in them, but it is
difficult. For some of the events described in this book, reliance has been placed
on limited accounts or, at times, a sole eyewitness account, without additional
third-party supporting evidence and other inaccessible primary sources and
archives. Readers should regard these accounts and individuals involved with
this limitation in mind. This work is the product of the author’s research process
and his interpretations. May there be many more books and interpretations on
this topic.

Paris, May 2020



Notes

1

Compare the almost complete presentation of SAVAK reports and letters (except
for pp. 284-285) in Be ravayat-e asnad-e SAVAK, Chap dar Iran, vol. 8, Tehran:
Markaz-e barrasi-e asnad-e tarikhi-e vezarat-e ettela‘at, 1380 (2001) with later

works such as Faslnameh-ye motaleat-e tarikhi, shomareh 57, vol. 2, Tabestan
1396 (2017).



Introduction

Upon her return to London after an eleven-week visit, Professor A.K.S. Lambton
reported to the Foreign Office on her impressions of Iran. She had arrived in
Tehran just after the fall of “Ali Amini in June 1962. Based on her conversations
with several unidentified sources in Iran, Lambton spoke, in her own mysterious
manner, about the communist underground “stepping up subversion and showing
growing interest in the possibility of guerrilla warfare”. She referred even to the
province of Gilan as the area where the rebels intended to concentrate their
efforts. Lambton was, as usual, highly perceptive of what was bubbling under
the surface, and intuitively correct to predict the coming of armed struggle. She
erred, however, in thinking that this future mode of violent political expression
in Iran would be the outcome of the Tudeh Party’s “reorganization of its
structure at the base”.!

Clearly, Lambton could not predict the rise of revolutionary Marxism at odds
with Tudeh Party conservatism, yet intuition demonstrated that she was on the
right track.

From July 1961, Amini had shifted into a repressive gear against National Front
political activities. At this time the idea of violent retaliation against state
violence had begun to float among certain radical National Front students, who
would later join the Iranian guerrilla movement. It would be fair to say that
reflection and consideration of armed struggle against the regime began some
two to three years later around 1963 and 1964.

To comprehend the attraction of organized armed struggle, it is important to get a
sense of the factors which were pushing a new generation of revolutionaries to
take up arms. There is little doubt that the Cuban Revolution (1953-1959), the
Algerian War of Independence (1954-1962), the Vietnam War (1955-1975), and



the Palestinian Liberation Organization, founded in 1964, were important
exogenous push factors. The politicized youth of the 1960s and 1970s breathed
in an international air of radicalism, and some strain of Marxism—Leninism. The
world background of revolutionary movements in the context of the Cold War
certainly inspired the Iranian youth.

Some sixty years after the Constitutional Revolution of 1906, simple political
rights, liberties, and freedoms which had been fought for and obtained on paper
continued to elude the Iranian people. Mosaddeq’s experience with democracy
and non-violence had ended with the 1953 coup. The critical speeches of
Ruhollah Khomeyni, questioning the Shah’s policies and his rising popularity,
had resulted in the 5 June 1963 uprising. The bloody repression, and harsh
reprisals which had followed, convinced opposition of all shades that the regime
in place would not tolerate any kind of objection to its policies and method of
governance.

Legal attempts by political organizations, such as the National Front and the Iran
Freedom Movement, to uphold and enforce the Constitution had led to the arrest
of their leaders and the dismantling of those organizations. Those who sought
political change, especially the youth, saw little hope on the horizon. The soft-
spoken and pragmatic leaders of the National Front, always conscientious of
acting within the law, were forced to adopt the landmark policy of “patience and
waiting” (sabr o entezar) on 9 February 1964. The equally legally minded
leaders of the Iran Freedom Movement lingered behind bars. In the minds of the
politicized youth, if the seasoned Mosaddegist politicians could not reform the
system, then perhaps the system was beyond reform.

Mehdi Bazargan, a Muslim social democrat and the founder of the Iran Freedom
Movement, recalled that “the idea of armed resistance against the [post-
Mosaddeq] coup regime took shape around the beginning of 1964.”2

In Bazargan’s opinion, the shift in tactics, from peaceful and legal political
dissent to armed struggle, followed “the repression of the last nationalist and
religious attempts at legal resistance, the devastation and dispersion of the
opposition, the defeat of the nationalist movement, and the elimination of the
possibility of conducting a legal opposition movement”. In Bazargan’s political
assessment from March 1964, “All opposition groups and organizations, with
their differing ideologies, reached a single conclusion.” They agreed that “the



only means of struggling against the regime was through armed struggle.”?

The eventless exile of Khomeyni in November 1964, which created no political
ripples, was followed by a series of violent outbursts. Prime Minister Hasan-"Ali
Mansour was assassinated on 21 January 1965 by Mohammad Bokhara'i, a
member of the armed branch of the Islamic Coalition of Mourning Groups. On
10 April 1965, an attempt was made on the Shah’s life at the Marble Palace, by
Reza Shamsabadi. Finally, on 20 October 1965, members of the Islamic Nations
Party were rounded up after clashing with the gendarmes in the hills around
Darband. This party, led by Mohammad-Kazem Bojnourdi, was the first political
group to enter armed struggle against the regime. According to Bojnourdi, “In
the Shah’s undemocratic and police state, every move would have been severely
repressed.” He concluded that “the response to the bayonet had to be with the
bayonet.”*

From the attempted insurrection of the Islamic Nations Party in October 1965 to
the Siyahkal strike of February 1971, the radical opposition was seriously
thinking about armed struggle. They discussed and studied it, formed an
ideology, gradually constituted clandestine and semi-clandestine groups, and
even engaged in military operations, without publicizing their identities. During
those five years, on the surface everything seemed calm and quiet. The regime
believed that the Shah’s White Revolution had won the hearts and minds of the
peasants, workers, women, and middle class. True as this may have been, the
opposition craved political freedoms, and the right to vocally disagree and
organize.

The news of a military strike at Siyahkal on 8 February 1971 caught the regime
by surprise. It marked the beginning of a Marxist—Leninist guerrilla war of
counter-violence against the regime, with all its intended and unintended
consequences. The armed activities of the guerrillas, even though they abated
considerably after June 1976, continued through to the Iranian Revolution of
February 1979.

To narrate meaningfully how seriously the activities of the guerrillas impacted
the lives, outlook, and existential being of young, politicized, urban Iranians, it
would not suffice to enumerate the operations carried out by them, and against
them, tally their members and sympathizers, or count their dead and wounded.>



The Iranian guerrilla movement, through its praxis established a frame of
reference, an ethos and an archetype for Iranian political activists. It would be
fair to say that its struggle and comportment established a code of conduct for
the politicized youth. The battle conducted by the Iranian guerrilla movement
captured the imagination of urban Iranians, especially its youth, and confronted
them with important political questions on how to engage with authoritarian rule.

As soon as the news of Siyahkal had become public, all shades of the opposition,
as well as Iranians concerned with the country’s political gridlock, faced a new
reality. A new answer had been provided to the question “What is to be done?”
Armed struggle, an abstract and hypothetical option floating in Iran’s political
air, was now an option. In the face of public complacency, the young newcomers
had taken it upon themselves to initiate regime change.

The fact that armed struggle was launched did not imply people flocking to it.
Yet, the insurrectionary action of the guerrillas had created a personal, social,
and ethical dilemma for those who believed that the regime denied them their
constitutional rights. The taking up of arms by some must have weighed on the
conscience of others who believed that the Shah’s regime was dictatorial,
exploitative, and a cog in the imperialist world order. For most of the opposition,
irrespective of their decision to actively join the guerrilla movement, countering
violence with violence seemed morally correct.

A large majority of the Iranian opposition opted to continue with their normal
life, standing by to watch the battle between the armed guerrillas and the regime.
In private, and in friendly circles, however, a significant segment of the silent
urban majority rooted for the guerrillas. Sympathizers of armed struggle who
could not join the guerrillas due to the high stakes respected the uncompromising
stand of those who did. To many urban Iranian activists, the cause of the
guerrillas was just, irrespective of their ideology. They were looked upon as the
progeny of Iranian heroes in times of national desperation, Kaveh the
Blacksmith, Babak Khorramdin, Ya'qub Lays-e Saffari, Hasan Sabbah, Sattar
Khan, and Mirza Kouchik Khan. In 1978-1979, the mindset of insubordination
cultivated by the guerrillas turned into full insurgence.

Joining the guerrilla movement remained the preferred choice of a special kind
of political dissident. At a historical moment when few dared to challenge the
powers that be, and even fewer rose to confront it, defiance and intransigence



were virtues passed on by the guerrillas to many young urban Iranians. By the
late 1970s, the guerrilla movement had unintentionally cultivated its own
underground folklore. In a closed and frightened society where information was
strictly regulated, the guerrillas’ exploits were overblown as the superhuman
feats of heroes. Facts and rumour meshed to create wishful and laudatory
narratives of an epic saga, part true and part fantasy. Grand tales of valour,
gallantry, and true grit surrounded the activities of the guerrillas. Poems were
written about their chivalry while songs were attributed to their selflessness.
Hamid Ashraf, Ahmad Zibrom, Reza Reza’i, and Ashraf Dehqgani, among others,
became political and social symbols and role models. While high school and
university students marvelled secretly at their exploits, the armed opposition
acted out their dreams and fantasies.

The armed movement was responding to a sociopolitical need for self-respect
and self-affirmation in a society where opposition to the regime had been
villainized, discredited, and written off. The guerrilla movement became the
awakened conscience of the opposition, the path to empowerment of the
politically impoverished. The guerrilla initiative survived long enough to impose
its political and psychological mark on society. As gun battles raged, and the
regime relied more and more on arbitrary arrests, torture, summary trials, and
executions, it alienated more students and people from all walks of life. The
Shah’s reaction to the unexpected guerrilla movement was that anyone involved
with the “riots and the upheavals”, be they involved with bloodshed or not,
should face execution.®

For five and a half years the guerrillas exposed the worst face of the regime.

From the moment the armed struggle began, the Shah was eager to minimize its
importance by exuding a sense of confidence and projecting an air of calm and
control. Any sign of distress by the Shah meant that the guerrillas had succeeded
in shattering the image of the regime’s uncontested power. On 17 June 1972,
sixteen months after the assault on Siyahkal, Peter Ramsbotham, the newly
appointed British Ambassador to Iran, betrayed the Shah’s lofty air of poise and
self-confidence. Ramsbotham wrote to the Foreign Secretary, Sir Alec Douglas-
Home, “The increased opposition and its new method of violence are worrying
not only for the Shah but also for us.” Ramsbotham drew a parallel between “the
present situation” and “the days of the Mossadeq period”. Yet, he quickly added
that “we are a long way from the repetition of those events.””



Asadollah ‘Alam’s diary entry of Tuesday, 14 August 1972 is most telling. The
Shah’s Court Minister wrote, “The terrorists have scared everyone.”8

After the Siyahkal assault, the Shah minimized the incident. In a speech, he
quipped that stamping out the desperate, crazy, and sick exploits of a bunch of
youngsters would not even require the services of the assistant cooks (shagerd
ashpazha) in the army.’

Time was to show that armed insurgency would last much longer than the Shah
had anticipated, and that quelling it was not as easy as he thought. Every time
the Shah was given a report on the activities of the Fada'is, their operations,
arrest, or death in gun battles, his Majesty would ask, “What have you done
about Hamid Ashraf?”10

In May 1976, the Shah was furious about the news of demonstrations at Tehran
University in support of the Fada’i guerrillas. He lashed out at *Alam and said,
“If you do not find all these saboteurs (kharabkaran), I will inflict a dire
punishment on you (pedar shoma ra dar khaham avord).”!

More than seven years after Siyahkal, and two years after the death of Hamid
Ashraf, the guerrillas continued to haunt the Shah. On 12 July 1978, anxious
about their activities, the Shah told his new head of SAVAK, General Naser
Mogaddam, that it had been a while since he had received a report about the
terrorists. He enquired, “Is this because their activities have ceased or is it
because SAVAK has not infiltrated them?”12

Less than a month later, the Fada'i guerrillas attacked police forces at
‘Esshratabad Square, and issued a declaration entitled, “This Is Our Response to
the Brutal Killing of the Combatant People”.13
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Violence as a Political Option?

The political and personal decision to take up arms against one’s own
government assumes the willingness to engage in violence, cause material
damage, inflict injury, and if need be, death on one’s own countrymen. To
understand why in the late 1960s and early 1970s, the guerrilla movement
erupted in Iran, certain suppositions are in order. From the point of view of a
rational individual presenting no psychological predisposition to aggression,
peaceful and non-violent methods of social and political change are assumed to
be preferable to violent ones.

The young guerrilla opting to engage in armed struggle, knowing how short
his/her life will be, makes a conscious decision to forego important life
opportunities in terms of worldly pleasures. Once the choice is made, the
revolutionary wearing an armour of certitude and conviction sets on a one-way
path. The philosophy of life and mindset of such an individual is different from
that of a typical pleasure-maximizer and pain-minimizer. The revolutionary also
realizes that the political choice of going to war against a well-armed regime
would have consequences, the most obvious of which is breaking with “ordinary
livelihood” for an indeterminate period.

The guerrilla would have to come to terms with the eventuality of long periods
of lying low, hiding in complete isolation, scavenging on the edges of society
while being hunted down when organizational connections are ruptured, safe
houses are compromised, and team members are killed in gun battles. The
revolutionary knows that his/her endurance for both physical and mental pain,



even trauma, will certainly be put to the test. He/she will have to reconcile with
an initial deep sense of remorse from injuring or killing a human being, even if it
is the enemy.

The guerrilla would have to consider, and hypothetically overcome, the fear of
injury, arrest, and imprisonment. He/she would have to be ready for something
which is impossible to prepare for: excruciating pain inflicted by professional
torturers who are not accountable to anyone. He/she would have to deal with the
guilt and grief of being forced to divulge sensitive information, leading to the
arrest, torture, and perhaps death of comrades. Finally, the revolutionary would
have to make his/her peace with the eventuality of death in its multiple forms: in
military operations, street fights, shoot-outs defending or escaping safe houses,
under torture, by execution, or by swallowing the cyanide pill which the guerrilla
always carries.

Taking up arms against a well-entrenched state results in shedding blood and
taking lives. It invariably leads to a destructive cycle of violence, the heightening
and intensification of police repression, and an even greater degree of
arbitrariness and cruelty. The regime under siege usually responds by further
limiting the few remaining political liberties, if any are left. Armed struggle
threatens the forces of repression, and consequently increases their alertness and
anger.

The authorities with a mandate to impose internal security will feel compelled to
display their forces on the streets, punish the slightest semblance of anti-state
activity, dissimulate their own fear, and reimpose their authority by sowing
terror. Armed struggle militarizes society. The police state under attack widens
the definition of acts of “terrorism” and “sabotage”, criminalizing what may
have been acceptable before, causing physical pain to non-guerrilla dissidents
for as much as reading “insurrectional works”.

The armed struggle, and its backlash, in a despotic regime, both intimidates and
excites the silent majority. It estranges the silent majority from the repressive
regime because of the brutality it exercises. Yet, it also estranges the silent
majority from an armed movement in which they cannot engage, given the high
costs of participation. The armed struggle and the state backlash produce a
growing social stratum of sympathizers of different degrees impressed by the
objectives and the comportment of the guerrillas. Armed struggle against
despotism establishes moral authority for the revolutionaries, which the regime



cannot match, leading to increased sociopolitical polarity. Finally, the escalation
of violence could lead to sociopolitical fragmentation and breakdown. The state
could become dysfunctional and normal life could be interrupted. It could usher
in a mass revolutionary movement.

Demonizing the armed opposition

Given the hardship and pain involved with armed struggle, for both the
individual and society, common sense dictates the choice of peaceful means of
effectuating political change over violent ones. Politically evolved societies
safeguard their political systems by institutionalizing democratic means and
procedures to assure peaceful change. Those who may not agree with privileging
peaceful over violent forms of political change could be considered as irrational
beings or individuals with a strong proclivity towards violence. However, there
is another social category composed of clear-headed human beings who have no
proclivity towards violence yet opt for political violence under particular
circumstances.

For this social category, the choice of violence is imposed on them by the
despotic state, which blocks peaceful political change. The fact that the irrational
or the homicidal social actor may opt for violence does not justify the easy
conclusion that all citizens opting for political violence are irrational or
homicidal. For the irrational or homicidal actor, the sociopolitical context and
condition may have no impact on his/her decision to use violence. He/she could
resort to violence irrespective of the political system in place. For the rational
actor opting for armed struggle, his/her decision is entirely based on and dictated
by the prevailing sociopolitical conditions created by the despotic state. Armed
uprisings, irrespective of their specific historical background and context, cannot
be attributed to psychopaths, terrorists, extremists, and anti-social agents.
History has witnessed the use of violence by rational human beings as a means
of political expression in the absence of politically responsive, transparent, and



accountable political systems.

One of the immediate aftermaths of the guerrillas’ strike at Siyahkal was a
concerted effort on the part of the regime to write off and belittle those involved
in armed struggle. The popular Iranian daily Keyhan put forward a psychological
analysis of the outbreak of guerrilla activities. It suggested that taking up arms
was simply a passing fad. The behaviour of those involved was explained as a
whimsical desire “to play guerrillas”. To support its theory, the daily maintained
that just as mini-skirts, maxi-skirts, and hot pants were fashionable, so were
Herbert Marcuse, Régis Debray, George Habash, and Tran Van Don.

Echoing the Shah’s contentions, Keyhan concluded that Iran was exposed to the
international circulation of information like any other advanced country in the
world, and could not be sheltered from the onslaught of these “fads”.

This was an attempt at minimizing armed struggle as frivolous, or a temporary
craze which would quickly disappear over the horizon. The article did not
present the guerrillas as irrational deviants, just impressionable consumers. In a
more serious and systematic vein, however, the guerrillas associated with
Siyahkal were characterized in the state-controlled press as immoral, inhuman,
lunatics, traitors, murderers, saboteurs, mercenaries, thieves, bandits, savages,
and perverts.?

As clashes between the guerrillas and the security forces increased and
intensified, the regime presented the gun battles as the natural outcome of the
country’s patriotic forces pursuing and neutralizing the “terrorists” that were
cropping up all over the world. The press tried to normalize the situation by
arguing that Iranians were perfectly at ease with recurrent scenes of the security
forces gunning down those who had rebelled against the regime.3

Iran was presented as an island of security, where the people lived in “peace,
friendship and serenity” under the auspices of a “healthy and stable” regime. The
sense of calm that permeated the country was argued to be rooted in the public’s
absolute faith in the vigilance of the security forces and the firm belief that the
“terrorists” would soon be destroyed.*



To guard against the people sympathizing with the cause of armed struggle, the
security apparatus used the press to engage in a full-scale smear campaign. The
character assassination of the guerrillas was peppered with psychological
analyses. For months after the Siyahkal strike, the guerrillas were called juvenile
gangsters, anarchists, terrorists, and social rejects, who had turned to murder and
theft because of “mental deprivation, as well as personal and family failures and
inadequacies” during their childhood. They were also accused of engaging in
armed struggle because of personal greed, and a penchant for hatred, destruction,
lawlessness, and aggressiveness.5

As such they were presented as unstable criminals with sociopathic and
psychopathic tendencies.

To denigrate the guerrilla movement, the press adopted a moralistic and
sanctimonious position on gender mixing and sexual relations. In the thriving
unchaste culture of big Iranian cities in the early 1970s, very much tolerated if
not promoted by the government, the general public was familiar with images of
scantily dressed women, promoting commercial products, films, romantic
novels, and serials in newspapers, magazines, and on national television. In an
almost voyeuristic vein, the press reported on the beauty of the women who
lived in “terrorist” hideouts, elaborating on the sexual promiscuity of the
“terrorists”, and positing that the guerrillas believed in “free love”.%

To establish the deviant social, and individual behaviour of the revolutionaries,
the “terrorists” or “saboteurs” were ironically charged with amassing personal
wealth. They were accused of spending the monies confiscated during bank
robberies for private gain, and the purchase of personal jewellery.”

The list of conceivable vices attributed to the “terrorists” was almost complete
when the press announced that heroin had been discovered at their hideouts. The
authorities claimed that the “saboteurs” who had been arrested had testified that
in order to assure the cooperation of some of their more reluctant accomplices,
they injected them with heroin to secure their absolute compliance and
obedience.®



The term “terrorist”, as used by the government-controlled press and employed
indiscriminately by government officials and the Shah, was meant as an
invective. This was a label attached to the guerrillas to insult them. The term
“terrorist” is usually applied to individuals who target innocent civilians with the
object of intimidating the people. Terrorists use violence indiscriminately against
defenceless ordinary people going about their lives. When students
demonstrating on campuses, protesters marching on the streets, or workers
striking in factories are attacked by the police and security forces, it is the state
which targets specific civilian groups, and the state which commits intimidation
and terrorism. The state which discards the constitution and prevents the
peaceful rotation of power becomes illegitimate and rogue.

It could be argued that people have the right of interference when their state
abuses their fundamental political rights. Objecting to wanton and systematic
violence against political and social rights does not make terrorists, but
protectors of the people’s rights. A guerrilla force is a segment of the population
daring to challenge the intimidation tactics of an unlawful and unrepresentative
regime. Guerrillas claim to choose their targets selectively, avoiding the
infliction of pain on innocent civilians. Other than banks, they usually attack
military, security, and selected economic targets, which they argue are
accomplices in the repression of the people. The guerrillas firmly believe they
are conducting a counter state-terrorism campaign.

The Iranian regime used the term “terrorist” to criminalize dissent in a non-
democratic state. The term “terrorist” applied to guerrillas was intended to
transform the oppressors into the victims and remove shame from criminal state
acts, transferring guilt onto those who resisted state violence. In post-1971 Iran,
the term “terrorist” became a catch-all genre applied to all “undesirable” and
“subversive” elements agitating against the state. Soon after the Siyahkal strike,
the Shah would address all dissident Iranian university students, at home and
abroad, as terrorists.

To further demonize the armed opposition, it had to be coloured as foreign
controlled. The regime insisted that they were pawns in the hands of sinister and
foreign “black forces who were constantly plotting against Iran’s national
interests”.?

The origin of their “unpatriotic” and “treacherous” behaviour was traced to a set



of perverse and warped attributes. Diagnosed as “mentally ill” and “incapable of
rational thought”, the guerrillas were pronounced to be “sick and pitiful”.10

The regime accused the parents of these so-called “sick elements” of not having
adequately attended to their children.

Why resort to political violence?

The regime’s calumnies against the Iranian guerrillas hardly helped to explain
their motives. Could all those who throughout history had taken up arms against
tyranny, injustice, and arbitrary rule be categorized as sick terrorists and
saboteurs? Can humanity’s incessant search for justice and freedom, often
accompanied by violence, be disregarded and forgotten? What would the
repertoire of human civilization look like without those who took up arms
despite enormous odds, establishing exemplary norms of ethical conduct in the
process? If it were possible to negotiate with various forms of despotic rule, why
is history replete with hard-earned liberation and freedom through violent
movements?

Slave revolts, spanning from Spartacus’s uprising in Rome (73—71 bce) to Nat
Turner’s 1831 revolt in Virginia, USA, used violence to end a stark injustice.
The peasant uprisings sweeping across every continent, except Australia and
Antarctica, from 205 bce to 1994 (Zapatistas), were violent expressions of the
exploited and the oppressed against the exploiters and the oppressors. The anti-
colonial wars of liberation, from the American War of Independence in 1775 to
the thirteen-year Angolan war which terminated in 1974, came to fruition
through violence against the colonizers.

World history is replete with anti-despotic revolutions using violence, from the
French Revolution of 1789 to the Arab Spring of 2011-2012. Could members of



the Spanish Republican Army, including the International Brigade, fighting
against General Francisco Franco’s dictatorship, or the French Resistance
movement fighting fascism, be labelled as terrorists because they took up arms?
Who would venture to call George Washington, George Orwell, André Malraux,
or Jean Moulin terrorists? Faced with coercion, abuse, and debasement, sane,
honourable, and upright people have been forced to resort to violence.

The Iranian Marxist guerrillas considered themselves neither irrational criminals
nor anti-social psychopaths enamoured with the gun and fantasizing about gory
scenes of torture, mutilation, and death. They did not regard themselves as lovers
of death, or what Erich Fromm called necrophiliacs. On the contrary, the
guerrillas believed that it was their love of a life free from political fear and
humiliation which prompted them to opt for armed struggle. In their world
outlook, rejecting submission to a life of political bondage was a liberating
rather than a terrorist act.

The predominantly young Iranian university students turned guerrillas were
willingly shouldering the burden of a society which understood the necessity of
altering the political system but, for whatever reason, was not able to act on it.
This new political breed of upright vigilantes considered themselves as self-
appointed guardians of freedom, social justice and, most importantly, hope for a
brighter future. To confront and defy the unchecked abuse of state power, which
stood above the law of the land, the young revolutionaries believed it to be their
social duty to take a stand and enforce a revolutionary law which they thought
was fair.

The guerrillas displayed a self-righteous and paternalistic position, by taking it
upon themselves to pursue the latent political will of the people, and act on their
behalf. They found themselves in a conflicted position, walking in the shoes of
their people, not ready to take the first step. They justified their stance by
arguing that the awareness, sense of urgency, and energy of the masses had been
inhibited and hampered by the regime’s imposition of a police state. They,
therefore, assumed their elitist responsibility as the vanguard, yet hoped to
unleash the revolutionary mass momentum, by breaking the spell of intimidation
and fear through military operations.

The guerrillas found themselves in a complicated situation: making revolution
for and in the name of the people, without the people’s firm support, and in hope
of obtaining their active participation. The historical litmus test of their elitist



position rested on the inevitable response of the people. To absolve the
presumptions and initiatives of the guerrillas, the people had to join the anti-
regime struggle at some point. The people’s refusal to join the anti-Shah
movement would have proved the fallacy of their theories and the futility of their
efforts and sacrifices. The guerrilla movement in Iran, as elsewhere, was inspired
by Che Guevara’s remark that “every day we must struggle so that this love of
living humanity is transformed into concrete facts, into acts that will serve as an
example, as a mobilizing force.”!

Iranian guerrillas, therefore, had a dual perception of the people. Even though
they revolted on their behalf and expected their assistance, they were dubious of
the time when they would actively join them. The guerrillas were both needless
and needy of the Iranian people. The intellectual revolutionaries turned
guerrillas, with no prior fighting experience, were walking uncharted terrains.

The four Iranian Marxist theoreticians of armed struggle

The pioneers of armed struggle firmly believed that the process by which they
came to adopt their method of political expression was based on clear-headed
reasoning. They did not, therefore, consider it as an ostentatious display of
hubris. They all made a case for why armed struggle constituted the only logical
means of effectuating any meaningful political change. The Marxist guerrilla
movement in Iran had its own theoretical argumentation and framework. Bijan
Jazani, Hasan Zia-Zarifi, Amir-Parviz Pouyan, and Mas oud Ahmadzadeh were
four prominent names among what came to be known as the Cherikhay-e fada’i-
e khalq (the people’s self-sacrificing guerrillas). All four wrote pamphlets setting
out their ideas on the necessity of armed struggle in Iran.

The impact of their works and their practice on the various phases of the
guerrilla movement’s formation varied considerably. Two of them, Jazani and



Zia-Zarifi, were arrested in January 1968, before they could participate in any
military operations. Neither could experience how their theories would pan out
in practice. The Siyahkal strike, marking the launching of armed struggle in Iran,
occurred some three years after their arrest.

The major theoreticians of armed struggle in Iran of the late 1960s and early
1970s took great pains to explain how and why they had come to believe that the
peaceful means of obtaining their sociopolitical objectives was made impossible
by the Shah’s regime. Bijan Jazani, born in December 1937, and Hasan Zia-
Zarifi, born on 10 April 1939, were the archetypal representatives of the first
generation of revolutionary intellectuals. When the 1953 coup succeeded, Jazani
was almost sixteen and Zia-Zarifi was fourteen. By the time Allahyar Saleh
relaunched the activities of the National Front in June 1960, Jazani was almost
twenty-three and Zia-Zarifi was twenty-one.

This first generation to reflect on armed struggle had a fairly good memory of
the events leading up to and after the coup. Jazani and Zia-Zarifi had a common
life trajectory and luggage of experiences. They were both members of families
with strong Tudeh Party affiliations and were themselves members of the Tudeh
Party’s Youth Organization. The two were also drawn to and sympathetic
towards Mosaddeq’s leadership of the oil nationalization movement and were
disappointed with and disapproved of the Tudeh Party’s passive stance on the
day of the 1953 coup. They were both galvanized by the possibility of
effectuating political change after the National Front re-entered the political
scene. They became involved in National Front student politics and pinned their
hopes on a peaceful road to change in the early 1960s. With the failure of the
National Front to achieve any tangible results and the decision of its leadership
to throw in the towel, they became disenchanted. It was against the backdrop of
their common post-coup and post-National Front political experience that Zia-
Zarifi and Jazani developed their rationale in support of armed struggle.

Whereas Jazani and Zia-Zarifi were born, respectively, in late 1937 and early
1939, the quintessential representatives of the second generation of revolutionary
intellectuals and practitioners were some eight to nine years younger. Amir-
Parviz Pouyan was born on 16 September 1946, and Mas 'oud Ahmadzadeh was
born on 4 February 1947.12

When Mosaddeq was removed from power, both Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh were



around seven. It is unlikely that they could have retained a vivid memory of the
1953 coup. Yet, they must have been marked by the prevailing aura of those
days, or the repeated reminiscences of the grown-ups. Their writings, like those
of Zia-Zarifi and Jazani, refer constantly to 1953 as the origin of the events
which led to their decision to opt for armed struggle. The coup against
Mosaddeq is viewed as the moment of the regime’s delegitimization and
illegitimation.

The resumption of the National Front’s activities in June 1960 was almost
concurrent with the reopening of the influential religio-political Centre for the
Propagation of Islamic Truths, under the auspices of Mohammad-Taqi Shari"ati
and Taher Ahmadzadeh in Mashhad. Both Amir-Parviz Pouyan and Mas oud
Ahmadzadeh were around fourteen when they attended the Centre and
participated in its Tuesday-night religio-cultural activities.!3

At this time, both youngsters were already politicized.

On Ashura, 24 June 1961, the Mosaddeqist and modernist religious Centre for
the Propagation of Islamic Truths decided to organize a religio-political march
rather than a religious precession (dasteh). The fifteen-year-old Amir-Parviz and
Mas oud were active in distributing pamphlets and carrying banners.4

Some two years later, on 5 June 1963, still in Mashhad, they were both marked
by the bloody events leading to the arrest of Ayatollah Khomeyni.!>

At the time, like many of their politicized school friends, they were sympathizers
of the outspoken Ayatollah Khomeyni, who had single-handedly dared to
challenge the authority of the Shah.16

A review of these four individuals gives voice to their rationale for why armed
struggle, their hypotheses, assumptions, exposition of historical facts, as well as
the evidence presented to support their argument. Contrasting their political
objectives with the means available to them, and the constraints facing them,
provides a basis for evaluating the rationality or irrationality of their discourse.
Their works will be presented based on the chronological order of their first



writings.
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Hasan Zia-Zarifi’s Account of Why Armed Struggle

In November or December of 1972, the Farsi language publishing house 19
Bahman printed an approximately 16,500-word treatise called The Jazani
Group’s Thesis (Tez-e gorouh-e Jazani). This important left publishing house
based in London was dedicated to the propagation of the works of the Jazani
Group. It was an almost one-person enterprise, directed and financed by
Manouchehr Kalantari, Bijan Jazani’s uncle, and one of the original founders of
what came to be known as the Jazani Group. Having worked closely with the
original inner circle of this group, Kalantari left Iran around April 1967 and took
residence in London.

The authorless pamphlet The Jazani Group’s Thesis contained two parts, with
two distinct titles. The first part was called “The Problems of the Anti-Colonial
and Liberation Movement of the Iranian People” (Masa’el-e jonbesh-e zedd-e
este ‘mari va azadibkhsh-e khalq Iran). The second part was titled “The Main
Responsibilities of Iranian Communists under Present Conditions” (‘Omdehtarin
vazaef komonisthay-e Iran dar sharayet konouni). The first part presented
domestic and international developments after the 1953 coup. The second part
began with a direct reference to the analysis set forth in the first part, then
presented a sociopolitical assessment of the status quo and the potential
revolutionary forces. It finally made a case for why and how armed struggle had
to be launched.

It would be fair to assume that Kalantari had received this treatise from Tehran
bearing neither name nor title. In London, Kalantari had crafted it into a



publishable piece. Naming the pamphlet The Jazani Group’s Thesis, thereby
placing the emphasis on Jazani, was Kalantari’s doing. It is most likely that
splitting the article into two distinct parts and giving each a title was also
Manouchehr Kalantari’s work. Even though in the introduction to the second
edition, Kalantari pointed out that the pamphlet presented the ideas of the Jazani
and Zia-Zarifi Group, he chose to entitle the treatise “Jazani Group’s Thesis” and
not “Jazani and Zia-Zarifi Group’s Thesis”.1

With regard to the authorship of the pamphlet, Kalantari intimated that this work
was a group effort, reflecting the assessment and thoughts of the Jazani-Zarifi
Group between 1965 and 1967. In 1975, after the execution of Jazani and Zia-
Zarifi, Kalantari published another pamphlet called Jazani-Zarifi Group,
Vanguard of Iran’s Armed Movement. The pamphlet hinted that The Jazani
Group’s Thesis had been written by Zia-Zarifi and Jazani.”?

Despite suggestions that this work was a collaborative or group effort, it could
be safely stated that The Jazani Group’s Thesis was penned by Hasan Zia-Zarifi
alone. Before the 1979 revolution, Kalantari had confided in Heydar Tabrizi that
the pamphlet in question “was primarily (‘omdatan) written by Hasan Zia-
Zarifi” 3

According to Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr, who was close to both Jazani and Zia-
Zarifi, the latter was busy working on an article in 1965-1966. Based on his
conversations with Zia-Zarifi at the time, Keshavarz-Sadr recalled that he was
writing on imperialism, neo-colonialism, the post-coup political situation in Iran,
and the pressing political problems in Iran. Back in the summer of 1964, at Zia-
Zarifi’s request, Keshavarz-Sadr accompanied him to Lahijan. On this trip he
spoke to Keshavarz-Sadr about the favourable conditions for armed struggle in
Iran. Zia-Zarifi informed his friend that he was seriously thinking about “a new
movement with a new form”.4

A close textual comparison between Zia-Zarifi’s “What Was I Saying” (written
between 1968 and 1969) and The Jazani Group’s Thesis (written around 1965—
1966) leaves little doubt that both pieces were written by Zia-Zarifi. The two
pieces of writing have a great deal in common. There exists considerable



resemblance, and even identity in these two works. The historical references, key
ideas, analyses of events, expressions, chronological presentation of arguments,
and even sentence constructions are almost the same.>

It would be safe to assume that in his later text, “What Was I Saying”, Zia-Zarifi
was drawing heavily on his memory of the piece he had written between 1965
and 1966, which later became known as The Jazani Group’s Thesis. Zia-Zarifi’s
writing was probably used as a study document by the Group. During fall 1966,
the Jazani Group was engaged in internal discussions on the possibility of armed
struggle.6

The culprit: Absolutist despotic monarchism

In his treatise The Jazani Group’s Thesis, Zia-Zarifi argued that after the 1953
coup, the Shah consciously and intentionally militarized sociopolitical life,
relying ever more on the bayonet, violence, and repression. Zia-Zarifi posited
that under the Shah’s “absolutist despotic monarchy”, all pretences to upholding
the Constitution were abandoned, and the regime relied simply on the police and
SAVAK. These repressive arms of the state were expected to “resolve” even
politically unrelated everyday problems. SAVAK and the police, according to
Zia-Zarifi, became involved with issues pertaining to culture, sports, education,
and even public transportation.”

Zia-Zarifi reasoned that the Shah’s regime did not and could not permit Iranians
to enjoy democratic rights since respect for constitutionally approved political
activities could culminate in the rapid mobilization of the opposition, and the
weakening of the Shah’s rule.?



In his analysis, the regime would not survive a day without the employment of
“the bayonet and the whip”.?

Whenever society pushed for its legal rights, Zia-Zarifi argued, the regime chose
to use brute force rather than allow constitutional freedoms, thereby risking the
demise of its rule. Zia-Zarifi posited that the regime opted to “close all
democratic gateways”, and adopted a zero tolerance stance towards the
opposition’s slightest activity.?

He argued that the “intense and merciless repression that has prevailed in
society” had correctly convinced the people that “resistance through peaceful
means in the face of a gun-wielding and raving mad enemy would only result in
setbacks and bitter hopelessness.”!!

To conclude his argument, Zia-Zarifi drew upon his experience during the
demonstrations and rallies of 1959 and 1962 when the regime experimented
temporarily with limited political liberalization. He wrote, “The politicized urban
strata have rightly understood that being smacked on the back of the head in the
streets (tou-sari khordanha-ye khiyabani) cannot constitute the appropriate way
of arriving at the objectives of the movement.”12

Zia-Zarifi argued that due to the realities on the ground, armed struggle
constituted the only viable and correct path to oppose the “Shah’s despotic
monarchy”.13

Armed struggle was the path to the revolution, and not the revolution itself.

For Zia-Zarifi, the absence of legal outlets for the expression of pent-up political
frustrations, alongside the conviction that political change was necessary,
necessitated the replacement of peaceful means of struggle with armed
struggle.

In his assessment of power relations and the balance of forces in society, Zia-



Zarifi warned against too much pessimism and too much optimism when
initiating armed action. He cautioned against the supposition that the regime had
“unlimited divine powers”. Such ideas, he warned, were spread to inhibit the
opposition. He also counselled prudence against minimizing the power of the
regime, and wishfully expecting the “immediate folding of the regime’s military
power”, as soon as armed struggle was launched. Zia-Zarifi reminded his readers
that the regime would not crumble “with one political assassination (teror), blow
or ambush”; nor would it be overthrown with “a one-day general uprising”
(‘esyan-e ‘omoumi).!s

Zia-Zarifi posited that the creation of a “military front”, composed of armed
revolutionaries against the Shah’s regime, was only “the beginning of a very
long, obstinate, and incessant battle” involving “immense dilemmas, hardships
and cruelties”. 16

In explaining the necessity of armed struggle, Zia-Zarifi drew a parallel between
means and ends in democratic societies, as compared to despotic ones. In
democratic societies, peaceful means of struggle, such as demonstrations,
strikes, and rallies, mobilized and politicized the masses. Such actions
propagated the message of the movement among the masses and prepared the
conditions for people to embrace the revolution. In despotic societies, he argued,
only armed struggle could prepare those conditions and mobilize the people.l”

In the absence of democratic conditions, Zia-Zarifi posited that the most
immediate strategic objective of the revolution became, invariably, that of
overthrowing the despotic monarchy of the Shah, through the appropriate tactic
of violence.18

Throughout his reasoning, Zia-Zarifi insisted that the key factor that rendered the
peaceful method of struggle “absurd” and “meaningless” was the regime’s
adamant insistence on denying the slightest political expression, even to the most
conservative political strata of the movement. He restated his argument
rhetorically and asked, “What can we expect of the passage of time, when the
slightest public political action is prohibited?” Zia-Zarifi caustically addressed
the Tudeh Party’s justification for shying away from radical action, by insisting



on the unavailability of the necessary revolutionary conditions. He lashed out at
“the opportunists” and reminded them that given the prevailing political
conditions, “We do not believe in miracles.”?

The armed struggle which Zia-Zarifi proposed was one which included
assassination, sabotage, attacks on military and security centres of the regime,
and guerrilla warfare. Zia-Zarifi argued that armed struggle fulfilled numerous
objectives. It provided political consciousness to the masses, awakened their
revolutionary energy, and organized their resistance. It also destabilized the
regime, unmasked it, and created the objective conditions for the alliance of anti-
regime forces in and outside the country.?

Reflections from prison

Zia-Zarifi’s later piece “What Was I Saying” was written for a particular
purpose. This work was probably written between 14 February 1968 (his
imprisonment) and 26 February 1969 (his final sentencing) or some four to five
years after The Jazani Group’s Thesis. In it, he went back over his political life
and explained why he had chosen the path of armed struggle. Zia-Zarifi asked
three questions, which must have reverberated in the minds of many activists of
his time: “What was I saying? What was the thesis or reasoning which landed
me here? Were we a bunch of confused, crazy (mokhabat) and vainglorious
(jouyay-e nam) youngsters without a plan and a theory, now doomed to spend
the rest of our days in prison?”%

Zia-Zarifi’s questions were intended as soul-searching jabs at himself and his
comrades.

In this work, Zia-Zarifi provided the same basic description of the Shah’s regime



that he had presented in his 1964—-1965 analysis. He, once again, traced the
origin of the regime to the 1953 coup against Mosaddeq, and characterized it as
an anti-democratic and despotic government, acting against the peoples’ national
interests (zedd-e melli).22

While the old sociopolitical problems lingered, he argued that new ones were
added. In his analysis there was no sign of change in the regime’s mode of
interaction with the people.

Zia-Zarifi observed that the absence of effective political action by the
opposition had left the masses in a state of paralysis, hibernation, and inertia,
induced by fear and despair. He argued that despite the reforms (the Shah’s
White Revolution, with land reform at its centre), and a short period of
liberalization, the regime relied consistently on “force” (zoor), and the
“militarization” of social life to assure its rule.?

Zia-Zarifi referred to the regime’s contemptuous reaction to ‘Ali Amini and
Mozaffar Baqa'i, who sometimes grumbled and criticized. He reasoned that the
regime’s intolerance of the political activity of its own loyal and docile subjects
between 1960 and 1962 left the people’s movement with limited alternatives.?*

To break out of what he saw as a political deadlock, Zia-Zarifi assessed two
possible options, the peaceful or the violent path. He suggested that during the
past seven years (1962—-1969), identifying the correct path had become an urgent
matter.?

The leadership of the pro-Soviet Tudeh Party, according to Zia-Zarifi, favoured
the peaceful road. It argued that neither the objective nor the subjective
conditions for the violent road were present. Zia-Zarifi suggested that for the
Tudeh Party, the absence of strikes and open strife proved that Lenin’s crucial
prerequisites for a revolutionary condition did not exist in Iran. The impossibility
of the ruling class maintaining their rule without any change, and the lower
classes’ inability to live in their old ways, constituted the two Leninist
prerequisites for a revolutionary condition. In contrast to armed struggle, the
Tudeh Party promoted syndicalist strategies such as pressing for the freedom of



labour union activities and higher wages. Zia-Zarifi argued that for the Tudeh
Party, demanding an end to existing military alliances and some such
generalities, constituted the proper method of struggle.?

In contrast to the Tudeh Party’s promotion of peaceful strategies, Zia-Zarifi
presented his own arguments in defence of violence. He argued that when the
regime had responded to the demands of the university students for a reduction
in tuition by either imprisoning them or sending them off to compulsory military
service, talk of peaceful means could only be rooted in weakness and fear.?”

Zia-Zarifi posited that the absence of sociopolitical struggles, or an oppositional
movement, was due to the “unprecedented and violent despotism” which
paralysed society. In the past fifteen years, he postulated, the masses had learnt
that strikes and street demonstrations were incapable of yielding meaningful
results, and this made them hopeless and passive. The masses, therefore,
“needed a support to rely on to manifest their opposition”. Zia-Zarifi concluded
that “today, the masses are prepared to throw their ethical support behind those
who are willing to respond to the bullet with the bullet.”28

Zia-Zarifi believed that the masses were prepared to support the anti-regime
movement. But this did not mean that they were ready to materially enter the
fray. Yet to unleash the anti-despotic tidal wave, armed struggle had to be
promoted. The revolutionary vanguard’s military operations, he believed, would
provide the terrified people with the needed prop. It would give them hope by
shattering the silence and inertia. The revolutionaries would play, therefore, an
important role in “completing and jump-starting the objective conditions of the
revolution”. Launching armed struggle, he argued, would eventually generate the
objective and subjective conditions of the revolution. Zia-Zarifi wrote that under
the political conditions that prevailed in Iran, armed struggle was not only of
tactical use, but of “great strategic utility”.?

In Zia-Zarifi’s assessment, the conditions in Iran were such that any group who
began armed struggle and succeeded in sustaining it, even if they were non-
communists, would succeed in taking the leadership of the opposition. He
believed that revolutionary action fostered the conducive circumstances for all



nationalist and anti-regime opposition forces to unite, forging a military united
front.30

In a sober tone, Zia-Zarifi sketched his vision of the unfolding of armed struggle.
He posited that even though the peasant masses were not close to a “condition of
revolutionary explosion”, in the case of a clash between the people and the
regime, the ruling class would not benefit from their support.3!

The “urban forces” (nirouha-ye shahri), he maintained, constituted the most
important initial prop for launching armed struggle. He considered them as more
politically conscious, enlightened, progressive, and prepared.3?

Zia-Zarifi cautioned about “the major difficulties” of initiating and
operationalizing armed struggle. He reminded future guerrillas that armed
struggle required “enormous selflessness, attention, and perception”. The violent
road needed to be launched by a combative “armed group” (nirou-ye mosallah)
which constituted the axial force of guerrilla warfare (jang-e partizani).33

To prevent the regime from isolating and concealing the insurrection, Zia-Zarifi
suggested that as soon as the guerrillas launched a series of showcase operations,
the people of the major cities, such as Tehran, needed to be informed of the
commencement of the struggle.3*

In a chilling anticipation of the future, Zia-Zarifi explained his insistence on
leaving behind a clear trail of his thought process, lest he ended up “going
straight from prison to the graveyard”. On Thursday, 17 April 1975, eight years
after his arrest and imprisonment, and some six or seven years after his oracular
statement, Zia-Zarifi was executed in the grounds of Evin prison.3
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Amir-Parviz Pouyan’s Account of Why Armed
Struggle

Before writing his insurrectionary pamphlet on the necessity of armed struggle,
Pouyan had tried his hand at a few literary works. Pouyan had an interest in
literature as well as a taste and gift for it. While still in high school, he had a
solid knowledge of Iranian literature.!

Sometime around November/December 1969, the literary review Faslha-ye Sabz
(the Green Seasons), well known among Iranian intellectuals and literati,
published a piece called “Return to Utopia” (Bazgasht be nakojaabad).

In the review’s table of contents, the piece appeared authorless, and its translator
was acknowledged as “hamshahri”, “fellow citizen” in English. Amir-Parviz
Pouyan was the author of this political statement camouflaged as a literary piece.
By 1969, Pouyan had made a name for himself as an up-and-coming writer in
various literary journals and a participant in different politico-literary circles.2

He was also in touch with intellectual circles in the provinces, some of which
were turning to Marxism for solutions to Iran’s political problems.

“Return to Utopia” could be considered as a prelude to Pouyan’s later work.
Pouyan’s account of the dialogue between the two Mexican characters was
written in an allegoric style, typical of the critical literature published at that



time. The piece narrated two different views among the opponents of the regime.
On one side of the boxing ring stood the radical revolutionaries, calling for
action. On the other side stood the disgruntled intellectuals who believed in the
palliative powers of verbal criticism. Pouyan knew that the content of his writing
was subversive and used a large dose of metaphors and indirect representations
to protect himself against the regime’s censorship.

In Pouyan’s account of this heated conversation, Emmanuel Arterey represented
his own political ideas. Simon La Marte, Arterey’s interlocutor, spoke on behalf
of the Iranian literary giant of the time, Jalal Al-e Ahmad. Pouyan attributed to
La Marte what he believed were Jalal Al-e Ahmad’s political thoughts.3

In this short story, Pouyan sought to demonstrate that unless discontent and
grievance against injustice were translated into action against its perpetrators,
those extolling freedom and liberation were singing lullabies, and subduing
society instead of prodding it into liberating action. As if preparing for a final
battle with the regime, Pouyan wished to close ranks. Progressive intellectuals
who opposed the regime, yet found revolutionary action in Third World
countries futile, needed to be convinced of the righteousness of armed struggle.

Literature in the service of politics

In Pouyan’s script, Emmanuel Arterey was a revolutionary Marxist, promoting
change and freedom. He was full of hope for a better future. To him, human
beings were the makers of history. They were “the creators of their own destiny
and capable of creating better conditions for their livelihood”. To Arterey
(Pouyan), human beings were “conscious of their own condition and also
cognizant of the need to change it”. The unjust present was doomed to disappear
despite those who wished to eternalize it. Freedom, on the other hand, “becomes
a reality through historical determinism” and the “striving for a better future”.



Simon La Marte (Al-e Ahmad), a famous writer, was portrayed as a pessimistic
and nativist intellectual dissident, who believed that it was impossible to build a
promised paradise on sterile soil. In the face of insurmountable odds, he
promoted withdrawing from politics to protect one’s personal integrity. In his
scepticism and cynicism, La Marte dismissed Arterey’s enthusiasm and
invitation to bring about a revolution as “unrealistic”. Pouyan wished to
highlight the clash between an old, tired, and cautious generation of radicals,
probably influenced by the Tudeh Party at some point in their lives, and a young,
enthusiastic, and bold generation of revolutionary Marxists, determined to look
out of the existing political box and move the earth.

La Marte (Al-e Ahmad) attributed the pursuit of three goals to Arterey: getting
the people to revolt, bringing down the regime, and founding a socialist society.
As if evoking Weber’s concept of “instrumental rationality”, La Marte argued
that since Arterey’s objectives were unattainable, revolutionary action became a
“poetic” and “self-deceiving” concept. La Marte reminded young Arterey that
“liberation from the bondage of metaphysics implied the denial of all concepts of
paradise which does not and cannot exist.” La Marte had lost faith in the
possibility of revolution and the overthrow of the regime. He considered the
pursuit of such a path as irresponsible utopianism.

To discuss the issue of failed revolutions, and the dilemma of taking up arms,
Pouyan created a character called Pablo and made him the subject of one of La
Marte’s books. Pablo was a Mexican guerrilla fighter who had once launched an
unsuccessful insurrection. According to La Marte (Al-e Ahmad), Pablo had
failed because he wanted to attain something that could not be attained, his
friends had betrayed him, and his enemies possessed overwhelming power and
ingenuity.

The power of Pablo’s enemies (read, Iranian regime), according to La Marte,
resided in four factors. Having realized that it was no longer possible to govern
in the same way as before, the regime had changed its old ways and was
therefore successful in preventing insurrection. The army’s power of repression
was overwhelming and intimidating. Also, the regime benefited from the support
of outside political powers, and at times of crises, it could rely on their assistance
or even intervention. Lastly, the regime’s political opposition was weak.
According to La Marte, Mexico was not ripe for a guerrilla insurrection, and
therefore Pablo should have chosen “a less catastrophic path”.



Having presented the usual arguments against armed struggle, Pouyan made a
case for the soundness of this method of struggle. In response to L.a Marte’s
charge of the impossibility of armed struggle, Arterey (Pouyan) argued that
although it was a difficult task, it was not impossible. Faced with submission to
an unjust and inhuman order, or revolting against it, Pouyan advocated an ethical
calculation and choice. The justification for armed struggle rested upon its own
intrinsic ethical value of overthrowing dictatorship, arbitrariness, and economic
inequity. Pouyan tried to demonstrate the fallacy of the so-called invincibility
and ingenuity of the regime, by arguing that had the regime been as ingenious as
La Marte believed it to be, it should have been able to prevent Pablo’s
insurrection before it took place.

La Marte’s (Al-e Ahmad’s) supporters argued that since the masses lacked the
necessary consciousness to become mobilized and take action, society could not
be changed, and even if the revolution were to succeed, the masses would not be
liberated as they lacked the political consciousness that was the prerequisite of
liberty. Pouyan was presenting the classic Tudeh Party reformist and anti-
revolutionary line of argument as a bogey, only to rip it apart.

In a second literary piece, called “Should We Return?”, published in the same
issue of Faslha-ye Sabz, Arterey (Pouyan) argued that political consciousness
was not attained through a sudden or well-defined immersion experience. It was
the outcome of a process. The liberating process of the armed struggle, Pouyan
argued, could become the source of consciousness. Therefore, the fact that the
masses did not possess political consciousness did not automatically repudiate
the argument for revolutionary action. On the contrary, it justified the necessity
of a revolutionary movement. The postponement of revolutionary action did not
sit well with the younger revolutionary generation in full revolt against the
Shah’s regime.

In a short piece called Khashmgin az amperialism, tarsan az engelab (Furious at
Imperialism, Scared of Revolution), Pouyan engaged in another, yet this time
open, critical appraisal of Jalal Al-e Ahmad’s political stance. In this piece
written after Al-e Ahmad’s death in September 1969, Pouyan categorized him as
“an anti-imperialist”, and “a progressive and moderate petty bourgeois”, “scared
of the revolution”, and “more scared of socialism than capitalism”. Consumed
by the righteousness of revolutionary action, and disappointed with liberal

prodding, Pouyan accused Al-e Ahmad of “moaning and not roaring”, “gently
tapping, but not attacking”. Yet he concluded that even though Al-e Ahmad was



not “in our ranks, he was not in the ranks of the enemy either”.

Armed struggle: Rational or irrational? A necessary theoretical digression

Pouyan was interested in refuting the common insinuation by sceptics of armed
struggle that the guerrilla was motivated by irrational romanticism rather than
rational realism. Pouyan argued that the Marxist revolutionary was acting
realistically, reasonably, and rationally, and dismissed the notion that the
guerrilla was an irrational and wide-eyed romantic, or simply a foolhardy and
reckless adventurist. Based on a reading of his literary piece in Faslha-ye Sabz,
and his other writings, Pouyan’s argument that armed struggle, in the context of
Iran in the late 1960s and the 1970s, was a rational social action can be assessed
by subjecting it to a Weberian analysis.

Pouyan would have most probably resented having his ideas framed and
explained within a Weberian, rather than a revolutionary Marxist structure and
methodology. There is no reason to believe that he had ever read or was familiar
with Weber’s ideas. Pouyan did not directly address rational and irrational
behaviour, yet it can be argued that grappling with such themes can be deduced
from his writings. Since the issue at hand is to assess the extent to which armed
struggle could constitute a rational act, clarification is sought in Weber’s
standard classification of a variety of rational and irrational behaviours.

At the risk of engaging in truisms, a few basic tenets are in order. Political revolt
to abolish despotism and systematic violation of human and political rights is in
conformity with a notion of justice and a cluster of values connected to, and
adjacent to it. The attempt to overthrow a political system, disrespectful of the
peaceful transfer of power based on the people’s will, is ethically grounded.
Faced with a regime’s repression of peaceful forms of protest, armed struggle
becomes a viable option.



The alternative to armed struggle, for a politically conscious activist, is the tacit
acknowledgement that a despotic regime is legitimate and acceptable. So long as
the despotic regime remains despotic, it will continue to trample upon human
rights and perpetuate injustice. Opting for non-violence would imply that
fundamental transformations in the behaviour of the regime could be expected.
Politically conscious activists could also opt for non-violence, as a result of a
radical reordering and reshuffling of their ethical preferences and objectives,
altering their priorities and rankings. They may argue that security and social
peace takes precedence over human rights, even if it means living in a despotic
society. A politically conscious activist may be a pacifist and a firm believer in
non-violence. In this case the degree to which human rights and political
freedoms are upheld or trampled upon by a regime would not impact his
decision to take any other road but non-violence. The argument that
revolutionary inaction emboldens and helps perpetuate the rule of despotism,
prolonging the hardship and suffering of the people, does not impact the decision
of the pacifist, irrespective of his degree of political consciousness.

If opposing despotism and political injustice is considered of ethical value within
itself, then those engaging in anti-despotic acts, irrespective of their prospects
for success, would be behaving according to the Weberian classification of a
“value-rational” conduct. Value-rational action is grounded in ethical norms,
such as compassion, solidarity, empathy, mutual assistance, altruism, friendship,
and justice. Weber differentiates between a value-rational social decision-making
process, and those actions which are based on irrational traditional actions, or
affectual actions. Actions of this type are based on, for example, daily and
routine acts such as passion, rage, revenge, depression, or romanticism. Value-
rational action is distinguished by the “clearly self-conscious formulation of the
ultimate values governing the action, and the consistently planned orientation of
its detailed course to these values”.>

What distinguishes value-rational social action from the affectual type is that the
former requires reflection, “self-conscious formulation of the ultimate values
governing the action”, and constant assessment of its course in relation to its
values.6

Weber suggests that “the actions of persons who regardless of possible cost to
themselves, act to put into place their convictions” constitutes an example of



pure value-rational orientation.”

In his classification of rational acts, Weber identifies a second type of rational
social action. An instrumentally rational act is one which is based on the
expectation of successfully attaining a well-defined end.®

Weber defines instrumentally rational action on the basis of a well-thought-out
assessment of expected reactions to a given social act, and the degree to which
those anticipated responses would hamper, or advance, the end objectives.
Instrumentally rational acts would qualify as such if a comparative and
calculated analysis is undertaken, evaluating the means and resources available
to act in relation to expected ends. A behaviour based on assessing the means in
view of the end or a strategic cost-benefit analysis is, therefore, considered as an
instrumentally rational act.

According to Weber, “Action is instrumentally rational when the end, the means,
and the secondary results are all rationally taken into account and weighed.”®

This type of action involves “rational consideration of alternative means to the
end”, the rational consideration of “the relations of the end to the secondary
consequences” and, finally, the rational consideration of “the relative importance
of different possible ends”.10

Identifying, and then assessing objectives, alternatives, and consequences, with
an eye to finding the most efficient way of obtaining the desired outcomes
constitutes the framework of Weber’s instrumentally rational action.!

Once a choice, based on a set of preferences, is made among available options,
the instrumentally rational social actor will follow the strategy which has the
greatest chance of success, thus moving towards the attainment of preferred
objectives. The guerrilla remains steadfast in his choice, even though the
attainment of his objective may cost him his life. In this case, the guerrilla’s
sense of social responsibility and his valuation of political liberation,
compassion, and justice outweighs his desire for self-preservation under



conditions of debasement and oppression. Among those whose sense of self-
preservation, under any and all conditions, prevails over all other objectives, or
those who believe that taking up arms would not lead to the objective of
shedding tyranny, the instrumentally rational choice would be to avoid armed
struggle. Therefore, both those who opt for the violent and the non-violent road
to change could be considered as instrumentally rational.

The instrumentally rational social actor is supposed to be conscious of the
secondary results of his action. In the process of realizing his well-identified
cluster of values, the guerrilla is conscious of the possibility of his own death, as
well as that of others. What may seem to others as an act of self-sacrifice, or a
murderous act of terrorism, for the guerrilla is a rational behaviour in pursuit of
the successful attainment of a preferred political objective. In opting for armed
struggle, given the realities on the ground, the guerrilla, as a socially embedded
actor, is engaging in a rational process of calculation and cost-benefit analysis,
specific to the guerrilla’s subjectivity.

Pouyan on the necessity of armed struggle as a rational choice

In late April and early May of 1970, Amir-Parviz Pouyan wrote a treatise
entitled The Necessity of Armed Struggle and the Refutation of the Theory of
Survival (Zarourat-e mobarezeh-ye mosallahaneh va radd-e teori-e baga).
Pouyan went underground probably some five months later, around September
1970.12

Pouyan’s writing on The Necessity of Armed Struggle... incorporated many of
those ideas he had broached in a veiled manner in his literary pieces in Faslha-ye
Sabz. Pouyan’s pamphlet, along with Mas oud Ahmadzadeh’s Armed Struggle,
Both Strategy and Tactic (Mobarezeh-ye mosallahaneh, ham estrategy, ham
taktik), occupies a singular position in the Iranian annals of revolutionary



Marxist literature. It would be fair to say that no other work in Farsi was as
influential as these two in attracting university students to armed struggle.

Both texts were written to reason and convince, as well as to stir and incite the
youth to join an insurrectionary movement against the regime. They were not
written as interpretative, non-value judgemental, and scholarly pieces in the
peace and quiet of a library, or some such environment. Penned in an
environment of fear, pressure, and danger, these works were subjective, goal-
oriented, often polemical, peppered with emotional invocations and ideological
postulates, to convince the youth of the necessity of armed struggle and how to
battle “the enemy”. These two writings jolted into action Iranian intellectuals
and university students.

In his short treatise of approximately five thousand words, Pouyan provided an
antagonistic picture of the relation between the Iranian regime of 1970 and its
subjects. He argued that the regime maintained its rule through repression,
coercion, and persecution. In his analysis, Pouyan enumerated the areas and
instances where the people seeking to exercise their basic constitutional rights
and freedoms were subjected to wanton injustice and abuse by the regime, which
he referred to as “the enemy”.

In the aftermath of the 1953 coup, he contended, a police state was installed to
control and scrutinize all centres of socio-economic activity.!3

Pouyan maintained that factories, irrespective of their size, were under the
control of SAVAK, and any attempt at organizing strikes was harshly repressed,
with those involved arrested, fired, and sometimes tortured. He contended that
employment in public and private sector enterprises was contingent upon a
thorough background check and clearance by SAVAK. Travelling from urban
centres to rural areas, he claimed, was subject to close surveillance, and in many
geographical areas, the presence of non-governmental newcomers was reported
to the authorities. Finally, Pouyan ascertained that political dissidents, especially
Marxists, were routinely hunted down by the police.!4

Pouyan posited that “the enemy” used any and all tactics available to it to repress
the combative opposition and create an atmosphere of “terror and repression”.
This “fascist dominion of the representatives of imperialism”, he argued, had



made “any direct and continuous relationship or contact” between the
revolutionary intellectuals and the people very difficult.'

According to Pouyan, “the complete absence of democratic conditions” added to
the people’s general sense of “fear and oppression”, and kept the masses isolated
from revolutionary intellectuals.16

Pouyan argued that the stratagem of preventing any meaningful political contact
between the masses and their vanguard had two consequences. First, it isolated
the people from the revolutionary intellectuals, rendering “any propaganda
work” to raise political consciousness among the masses extremely difficult. The
forced separation between the masses and revolutionary intellectuals perpetuated
the people’s ignorance about their own political potentials and capacities.
Second, the state-imposed segregation facilitated the succumbing of the masses
to the depoliticized hegemonic culture propagated by the regime. According to
Pouyan, the regime sought to preoccupy the people with “vulgar petty-bourgeois
pastimes”, thereby weakening their resolve to oppose the regime.!”

Keeping the people apart from revolutionary intellectuals aggravated the fear
and aversion of the masses towards any kind of political action.

Pouyan presented the reason why the masses did not revolt against their inhuman
and unjust conditions in a simple and straightforward formula. He posited that
the masses, and in particular the working class, “considered the power of their
enemy as absolute” while they were equally and absolutely convinced of “their
own inability to liberate themselves from the dominion of the enemy”.18

Belief in the veracity of this crippling “double-absolute theorem” prevented the
masses from striving for, and attaining a free and emancipated society.

For Pouyan, overthrowing the enemy’s fascist, oppressive, exploitative, and non-
democratic state, bent on chasing, repressing, and eventually killing political
opponents, was a consciously formulated plan. Furthermore, his reasoning
behind the overthrow was based on a constellation of ethical preferences. As
such, Pouyan’s call to action was value-rational as well as sociopolitically



embedded in revolutionary Marxism.

Pouyan believed that by challenging the “double-absolute theorem” through
concrete political action, the revolutionary vanguard could demonstrate its
fallacy, enabling society to “think about liberation”. As long as these crippling
double-absolutes remained undented in people’s mind, the revolutionary
intellectuals could not succeed in establishing a meaningful relation with the
people. In isolation, the working class would fail to become politically
conscious. Unhampered, the oppressive police state would continue its
dominion.

To tear down the psychological barriers preventing society from thinking about
liberation, the revolutionary vanguard had to take up arms.

Focusing on the initial objective of the guerrillas, Pouyan maintained that the
employment of “revolutionary force” could attain four objectives. It constituted
a means of propaganda for the cause and could “destroy the proletariat’s image
of absolute impotence”. The armed struggle could endow the proletariat with
class consciousness, attracting them alongside the intellectuals and students to
the movement, thus ensuring the victory of the ongoing struggle.?

To explain the reasoning behind his call to arms, Pouyan provided an assessment
of the sociopolitical status quo, and why it was untenable. He distinguished
between the two successive ends of the movement. First, enabling the masses to
“think about liberation” before dismantling the tyrannical state. Pouyan
discussed the alternative means of changing the regime, namely the effectiveness
of the peaceful and legal means, and finally engaged in a comparative
assessment of the individual and sociopolitical costs of opting for armed
struggle.

Pouyan argued that the use of “revolutionary force” would aggravate “the brutal
repression” of the police. The escalation in the intensity of police repression, a
side effect of guerrilla activities, Pouyan argued, would in turn increase pressure
on all social classes, heightening the contradictions between the persecuted
classes and the regime. In his analysis, this exacerbation of hardship would help
to increase the people’s political consciousness by leaps and bounds, while
concurrently unmasking the “savage” essence of the regime.?!



What Pouyan could not predict was the degree to which the regime’s persecution
would turn world public opinion against it, playing an important role in its
demise.

Once the armed struggle was initiated, Pouyan believed that every successive
blow against the enemy would have two consequences. First, the regime would
become vulnerable and suspicious of everyone, except its trusted allies. The
insecure enemy would lash out indiscriminately against any sign of discontent,
“imprisoning, torturing, and setting up firing squads in the hope of returning to
the by-gone state of security”. Second, the psychological impact of successive
blows against the regime would shatter its invincible image, emboldening the
masses to actively participate in the revolutionary struggle.??

Pouyan entertained the possibility that escalating repression could scare away
the masses from joining the movement. In his analysis, however, launching the
guerrilla movement and the backlash of the regime’s brutality would further
attract people to the ranks of the anti-regime movement. Intensified repression,
according to Pouyan, would not deter the masses, but on the contrary would
reduce their tolerance towards the regime and make them more belligerent.?

Pouyan also considered the consequences of heightened police repression
against the guerrillas. The launching of armed struggle, he argued, would subject
the revolutionary forces to more intense and ruthless campaigns of surveillance,
monitoring, tracking, detection, and annihilation. To resist the blows and prevent
disintegration and collapse, Pouyan predicted that the “revolutionary forces™
would “draw closer to one another”.24

Overall, in Pouyan’s evaluation, even though the state would inflict considerable
suffering and pain on the people, the consequences of armed struggle would
eventually strengthen and not weaken the anti-regime movement.



Refutation of the theory of survival

Pouyan’s objective of promoting armed struggle went hand in hand with his
denunciation of those who argued that, to avoid the wrath of the regime, political
activists should not provoke it. He rejected the promotion of political quietism
for the purpose of protecting and safeguarding members and organizations as
politically unacceptable and ethically reprehensible. Pouyan’s prime targets were
Marxist-Leninist groups and organizations who were making lofty claims about
the revolutionary transformation of society while placing their primary emphasis
on their own self-preservation and survival. Having reminded them of their
sociopolitical responsibility to galvanize and bolster the revolutionary movement
against the enemy, Pouyan labelled those advocating self-preservation as “self-
defeatists” and “opportunists”.?

To Pouyan, the idea of protecting a political group with revolutionary objectives
from the regime’s assault, by promoting non-revolutionary acts and condemning
armed struggle, was irrational. The desired goal of changing the regime needed
to be aligned with the type of social action and method of struggle which could
realize it. Pouyan claimed that it was impossible to reduce one’s “revolutionary
responsibilities” to the point of “avoiding any kind of clash with the police” and

still hope to galvanize the anti-regime struggle.26

Overthrowing the regime required confronting it. Pouyan’s argument for armed
political action was not only value-rational, but instrumentally rational.

In his analysis of the alternative means available to the revolutionary forces,
Pouyan criticized the theory of “let us not attack in order to survive”. This
position was at the time commonly associated with SAKA (Communist
Revolutionary Organization of Iran) and the Tudeh Party of Iran. He mocked
their position, which boiled down to enabling the police to destroy them “in the
womb” without putting up any resistance.?”

To Pouyan, studying Marxist literature in small clandestine circles and
continuing one’s peaceful life without any meaningful attempt at changing the



status quo, while waiting for the “right moment” and the “appropriate
conditions” was an “opportunistic” excuse born out of paralysing fear.8

Pouyan argued that non-aggression by organizations with revolutionary goals
was a rash and self-defeating decision. Organizations with revolutionary claims,
irrespective of their posture and behaviour, combative or peaceful, were
considered as “dangerous embryos” by the regime. They would sooner or later
become the target of annihilating attacks. He concluded that there was nothing
more pleasing to the enemy than organizations with revolutionary objectives
which became “harmless prey” by sitting in their bunkers, waiting, and not firing
on the enemy, thinking that their non-aggressive attitude would guarantee their
survival.?

Pouyan posited that the “right moment” and “the appropriate conditions” were
not abstract excuses conjured whenever so-called revolutionary groups needed to
justify their inactivity. The “right moment”, he argued, would present itself if
“revolutionaries at all times during their struggle were ready to respond
appropriately to historical necessities”.3

Pouyan believed that it was the job of intellectual revolutionaries, whom he
considered as the vanguard of the people, to create the appropriate conditions
through armed struggle.

Pouyan concluded his explosive pamphlet by replacing the dictum of “let us not
attack in order to survive”, with “in order to survive we are obliged to attack”.3!

The absence of a classical Marxist—Leninist “revolutionary situation”, he
believed, was not a reason for the vanguard to go into hibernation. On the
contrary, it was the prime reason why it had the obligation to go on the offensive,
strike out against all odds, as it had no other alternative. For him, the subjective
conditions, which the revolutionaries could alter, were more important in
determining the outcome than the objective conditions over which they had no
control. The “revolutionary situation”, in Pouyan’s estimation, needed the
midwife of revolutionary intellectuals, the guerrillas.



Pouyan’s incisive impact

From around the end of spring 1970, Pouyan’s thunderous treatise, sometimes
called the “Spring Pamphlet”, was reproduced clandestinely, and secretly
exchanged hands. The work was handled by university students as if it were a
contraband good. The recipients would tuck it away in their coats or carry it in a
well-protected envelope.32

Those who came across this work have vivid recollections of its impact.

Nagi Hamidiyan was a member of ‘Abbas Meftahi’s Marxist—Leninist group in
Sari, Mazandaran. The group had been operating as a study circle since 1966.
Hamidiyan recalled having received Pouyan’s pamphlet in the spring of 1970,
almost as soon as Pouyan had finished writing it. Pouyan’s “eloquent pen”, he
remembered, jolted the activists in his group, and fostered a rebellious mood
among them. For Hamidiyan’s group, the pamphlet constituted a “practical
project” for the ultimate establishment of a working-class party through the
expansion of clandestine revolutionary groups, and their eventual alliance. A few
months later, after having received Ahmadzadeh’s pamphlet in September 1970,
Hamidiyan’s group abandoned the idea of founding a working-class party. The
pamphlet had a similar impact on other groups.33

In December 1970, Asghar Izadi was a student at the Agricultural School of
Tabriz University. He received Pouyan’s treatise from Asadollah Meftahi,
‘Abbas Meftahi’s brother. By this time, Izadi had studied classics, such as
Lenin’s What Is to Be Done? and Two Tactics of Social Democracy in the
Democratic Revolution. Before accepting armed struggle, in his circle with
Asadollah Meftahi, Izadi was thinking of creating a Marxist—Leninist party. He
recalled that Pouyan’s treatise helped him accept the armed struggle path. It



explained why it was necessary to replace the political project of founding a
Marxist-Leninist party, as a prerequisite for the revolutionary movement, with
armed struggle. Izadi later participated in a military operation before being
arrested.3

Mostafa Madani remembered having received Pouyan’s pamphlet from Mostafa
Sho‘a‘iyan, before the Siyahkal attack of 8 February 1971. After the 1979
revolution, Madani became a member of the Fada’i Organization’s Central
Committee, and ran unsuccessfully for the Assembly of Experts, and the first
post-revolution parliament, on a Fada'i ticket. Having read the pamphlet, the
twenty-four-year-old Madani felt as though Pouyan had been in his own head
and privy to his own intimate theoretical odyssey. The treatise presented him
with a solution to get out of the political cul-de-sac he was in. Pouyan’s work
dispelled his doubts and confirmed his convictions.3>

Somewhere around 10 March 1971, Pouyan’s pamphlet was handed to the
twenty-one-year-old Qorbanali (Majid) ‘Abdolrahimpour, a student at
Oroumiyeh University. From 1977, ‘Abdolrahimpour became one of the three
members of the Fada'i guerrillas’ leadership team, and after the revolution he
became a member of the organization’s Central Committee. ‘Abdolrahimpour
has a vivid memory of the night he received Pouyan’s pamphlet. Behrooz
Armaghani lent him the pamphlet at night and asked him to return it the next
morning. The catchy title of the pamphlet, The Necessity of Armed Struggle and
the Refutation of the Theory of Survival, swept away sleep from
‘Abdolrahimpour’s drowsy eyes.36

After a long and hard day, the more he read, the more he found the content of
Pouyan’s work in tune with his own thoughts. Pouyan’s ideas perfectly resonated
with the ideas of his political group.

Pouyan’s pamphlet was the clear, loud, and inspirational expression of the deep-
felt intuition and sincere aspiration of many young political activists of his time.
‘Abdolrahimpour’s account of how Pouyan’s narrative echoed his own thoughts
closely resembles Madani’s description of his exposure to this pamphlet. To
these young men, as to numerous others who came across Pouyan’s pamphlet
throughout Iran, this revolutionary manifesto was totally transformative. It was a



life-changer. To the politically active university students of the academic year
1970-1971, Pouyan’s work was a treasure trove of answers to their enquiries on
what was to be done. From the next day on, having returned the pamphlet to
Behrooz Armaghani, ‘Abdolrahimpour recalled that Pouyan’s thoughts became
the guide to his actions in the political domain.3”

Sometime during the spring of 1971, Ebrahim Pourreza’i-Khaliqg, a twenty-five-
year-old mechanical engineering student at the prestigious Ariyamehr University
of Technology, confided in a friend that he had become so fond of Pouyan’s
pamphlet that, after having read it repeatedly, he had come to know it almost by
heart. Ebrahim Pourreza’i-Khaliq later joined the Fada’i guerrillas, became a key
figure in the armed organization, and was killed under torture at age twenty-
nine.3

According to Behzad Karimi, in their political circle at Tabriz University, all
discussions and lingering doubts about the veracity and primacy of armed
struggle dissipated after they studied Pouyan’s pamphlet. It was Ebrahim
Pourreza’i-Khalig who brought them a copy of the pamphlet from Tehran.3®

Pouyan’s pamphlet, The Necessity of Armed Struggle..., was not only a fresh,
short, and easy read, but it was also provocative and insurrectionary. Pouyan’s
passionate, intense, and stirring message urgently and convincingly called on the
frustrated educated youth, disgusted with the apathy around them, to rise, act,
and take up arms. It was intended to arouse and impel. It did just that.
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Mas oud Ahmadzadeh’s Accounts of Why Armed
Struggle

While Pouyan’s work stirred, convinced, and fomented rebellion, it was

Mas oud Ahmadzadeh’s methodical style and mathematical mind which
provided Iran’s politicized university students with a revolutionary Marxist
guide to action. His work was neither easy nor an electrifying read. It simply
argued in detail why armed struggle was the only tactical and strategical option
for the overthrow of the regime. The works of Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh written
in the spring and late summer of 1970 transformed the political culture and
outlook of student activists in Iran. The two works gave voice, justification, and
direction to an insight or a hunch that simmered below the surface. By the
academic year 1971-1972, a growing number of student activists at Tehran
University, and across all Iranian universities, believed in the principle of armed
struggle as the single effective method of struggle against the regime.!

The impact of the works by Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh was not only in its
affirmation of armed struggle, but also in its refutation of dilly-dallying with
political and guild methods of opposition and struggle. Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh
had effectively buried the idea that meaningful struggle could be carried out by
political and trade union activities. In light of their writings, and subsequent to
the Siyahkal strike, the term political activist/worker (siyasi kar), or someone
primarily or purely interested in engaging in political, cultural, and guild
activities to further the cause of the movement, became a pejorative word. It
came to identify those who placed their survival ahead of bringing down the



Shah’s regime. Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh were responsible for the strict
demarcation between Marxists who believed in struggle through political
activism (siyasi kari) and those who believed in the armed path (mash-ye
mosallahaneh).2

To Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh, the two methods were mutually exclusive, an
either/or condition.

Demystifying classical notions of how and when to take up arms

Both Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh knew that Lenin had firmly established “the
fundamental law of revolution”, and that according to it, “Only when the ‘lower
classes’ do not want the old way, and when the “upper classes’ cannot carry on in
the old way — only then can revolution triumph.”3

They were also aware that Lenin had emphasized that a majority of workers
“should fully understand that revolution is necessary and be ready to sacrifice
their lives for it”.4

They were furthermore cognizant that none of those conditions existed in Iran.
Yet, as Ahmadzadeh was to point out, revolutionary Marxists were not willing to
accept inaction which prolonged the undemocratic state simply because they
were bound by a set of sociopolitical generalizations and rules set by the
revolutionary forefathers and predecessors.

Ahmadzadeh pointed out that changes in world conditions, since Marx and
Engels had written about revolution, compelled Lenin to introduce the concept
of the vanguard organization as the prerequisite of a successful revolution.



Ahmadzadeh pointed out that, as the revolution swept across the East, the role of
the vanguard organization became more pronounced.>

Different times, places, and conditions necessitated different approaches. Had
not the specific conditions of China compelled Mao to rely on the peasant
masses, whom Marx did not consider as a revolutionary class?¢

Moving to a different time and place, Ahmadzadeh argued that, based on the
Cuban condition, Castro maintained that, even though a vanguard organization
was necessary to lead the revolution, it did not need to be the Marxist—Leninist

party.”

Ahmadzadeh postulated that in Iran, neither the working class nor the peasants
were in a revolutionary situation. So, if there was to be a revolution, the armed
vanguard would have to be composed of revolutionary intellectuals. Previously,
however, the leadership of a revolution by intellectuals had not been theorized,
recognized, or sanctioned.

In Russia, Lenin had abandoned waiting for Marx’s predicted development of
the forces of production within capitalism. He had also ignored waiting for a
numerically large and politically conscious proletarian class and the economic
collapse of capitalism, the prerequisites for a social revolution. Lenin realized
that the backward and primarily peasant economy of Russia in 1917 in no way
resembled the technologically advanced capitalist mode of production that Marx
envisaged before the unfolding of a socialist revolution. In the absence of a
class-conscious modern working class, Lenin had innovated. He had replaced
Marx’s prediction of the leadership role of the proletariat, with the vanguard role
of a centralized party representing the proletariat and the peasants. Lenin’s party
was mainly controlled by professional intellectual revolutionaries.

The special conditions of Russia had required Lenin to adapt and modify Marx’s
theory on the agents and modality of the revolution. This process of adapting
Marx’s theory of revolution to the national sociopolitical realities of countries
was later followed by the Chinese and Cuban revolutionaries. Universal theories
of Marxist revolution were becoming groomed and customized to national socio-
economic and political formations. There was no reason why Iranian



revolutionary Marxists could not engage in the same kind of modification of
Marx and Lenin’s original formulations to initiate the overthrow of the Shah’s
regime.

Ahmadzadeh’s work, coming on the heels of Pouyan’s call to arms, not only
expressed the urgency of action but sought to explain the rationale for it.
Castro’s position that revolutions needed revolutionaries, and that “those who
want to make the revolution have the right and duty to constitute themselves as a
vanguard,” resonated deeply with Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh, as well as with their
circle of militants.8

The twenty-three-year-old Ahmadzadeh was rebelling against the well-
articulated orthodox edifice that the Tudeh Party had constructed based on a set
of timeless Marxist—Leninist laws, formulations, and generalizations. As such,
Ahmadzadeh’s work was not only a manual for liberation from the Shah’s
regime, but a clarion call to free Marxist revolutionaries from the theoretical
straitjacket of non-revolutionary Marxism.

The fruitful retreat

Mas oud Ahmadzadeh finished writing his detailed work which came to be
known as Armed Struggle, Both Strategy and Tactic (Mobarezeh-ye
mosallahaneh, ham estrategy, ham taktik) in August of 1970. This treatise of
some 22,000 words, originally entitled “Effectuating revolutionary violence”
(e ‘'mal-e gahr-e engelabi), was the product of Ahmadzadeh’s one-month
reflective retreat, during which he locked himself up with a typewriter at Jalal
Nagqash’s safe house on Shadman Street in the south of Tehran.?

In the spring of 1970, the main political group frequented by Ahmadzadeh in



Tehran was at a crucial existential crossroads, typical of many other intellectual
Marxist circles of the period. Having engaged in a five-year period of self-taught
ideological training, the small study circle centred around Bijan Hirmanpour had
evolved to a point where it needed to decide on what to do in the future. A road
map with appropriate tactics, strategies, and organizational structures needed to
be formulated, and Ahmadzadeh’s writing intended to do just that.1?

The main objective of the Group was to identify the appropriate means of
struggle against the regime. They based their endeavours on studies of Iran’s
socio-economic realities as perceived and identified by the Group, especially
after land reform. From late 1969, after long internal deliberations, members of
the Group were asked to provide their individual assessment of Iran’s
sociopolitical and economic conditions, along with their arguments for, and
recommendations on, the appropriate means of continuing the anti-Shah
struggle.l!

Armed Struggle, Both Strateqy and Tactic reflected Ahmadzadeh’s appraisal. In
this pamphlet, Ahmadzadeh presented his reasoning for promoting armed
struggle. More importantly, he explained the process through which their group
reached one certitude, and then, reviewing the realities on the ground, arrived at
a very different conclusion. Taken at face value, the narrative of how the Group
arrived at their final decision on the correct method of struggle dispels the
suspicion that they had a preconceived idée fixe.

Ahmadzadeh demonstrates the zigzag process by which he and his comrades
first rejected armed struggle in favour of working towards the establishment of a
proletarian party as was stipulated by the Leninist tradition. After grasping the
insurmountable problems of founding a proletarian party in Iran, they revisited
their alternatives. The Group eventually ended up adopting armed struggle as an
immediate solution and a prerequisite for establishing a proletarian party.!2



The Debray factor: From Havana to Tehran via Mashhad

In Armed Struggle, Both Strategy and Tactic, the traces of international
revolutionary Marxism are clearly visible. Ahmadzadeh’s writing indicates that,
during its theoretical pursuits, the Group first read and analysed Régis Debray’s
book Revolution in the Revolution? and rejected the application of its main
findings to the socio-economic conditions in Iran. They, therefore, abandoned
the immediate idea of launching an armed struggle, a la Cuban. It was only later
that the Group returned to the book, reconsidered its content and endorsed the
Cuban road and Debray’s thesis.!3

Based on an account attributed to Pouyan, after Debray’s book was criticized
and its main thesis was refuted by the Mashhad revolutionary circle, it was
Ahmadzadeh who once again returned to this text and placed it on the agenda for
further study.

After revisiting Debray’s text for a second time, and once Debray’s ideas were
embraced, many of his ideas found their echo in Ahmadzadeh’s writing.

On numerous occasions, in Armed Struggle, Both Strategy and Tactic,
Ahmadzadeh refers to Régis Debray’s manifesto and draws amply upon it to
develop his arguments. Debray’s text came into Ahmadzadeh’s possession
through Hirmanpour, who bought Revolution in the Revolution? at Jahan or
Gutenberg bookstore on Manouchehri Street in Tehran. The edition bought by
Hirmanpour and handed over to Ahmadzadeh was an English translation,
published by Monthly Review Press in 1967.15

Ahmadzadeh began translating the book into Farsi in the summer of 1968. The
final translation was also typed by Ahmadzadeh.!¢

Ne ‘mat Mirzazadeh recalls that at around 14:00 on a day in early September
1968, Pouyan, Mas oud Ahmadzadeh, Bahman Ajang, Hamid Tavakoli, and
Sa‘id Ariyan, the core members of Mashhad’s revolutionary Marxist group,



congregated at his house. Ahmadzadeh and Ajang, sitting next to one another,
pulled out two photocopied English versions of Revolution in the Revolution?
from their briefcases. Then they took out a stack of Farsi translations, placed
them next to the English texts, and set to work. At the meeting, which lasted
until 21:00, Pouyan asked Mirzazadeh to look over the editing of the Farsi
translation of Debray’s book. Based on Mirzazadeh’s account, it would be safe to
assume that the final Farsi translation of Revolution in the Revolution? was the
work of both Ahmadzadeh and Ajang. At the time, Bahman Ajang was studying
English Language and Literature at Mashhad University.!”

In his book on armed struggle, Ahmadzadeh refers to key articles by Western
and Latin American intellectuals and activists who criticized Debray’s theories.!8

A compilation of reviews, treatises, and commentaries critically assessing
Debray’s book had appeared in a book called Regis Debray and the Latin
American Revolution published by Monthly Review Press.!®

Multiple references to this book demonstrate that Ahmadzadeh, and probably the
young Iranian revolutionaries in his circle, were exposed to the latest theoretical
debates on the subject. A close study of Ahmadzadeh’s text, with an eye to his
references and long translated passages, demonstrates that the original
theoreticians of armed struggle in Iran were widely and well read.

Learning from the past

Ahmadzadeh traced the origins of Iran’s recent problems to the 1953 coup
against Mosaddeq. The post-coup regime, he believed, had dismantled, and
dissipated all nationalist and anti-imperialist political organizations.?



The “treachery and mistakes of the Tudeh Party”, before and after the coup, had
added to the tangles. Ahmadzadeh considered that the Tudeh Party’s actions had
prompted the revolutionary intellectuals to lose all confidence in it. Completely
discouraged by the legacy of the Tudeh Party, Ahmadzadeh maintained that it
was the Mosaddeqist political organizations which attracted Iran’s revolutionary
intellectuals after the coup. Yet, confronted with an enemy who spoke only the
“language of force and the bayonet”, National Front style political rallies and
strikes were doomed to failure.

The old methods of struggle and the aged slogan of “establishing the rule of law
and instituting free elections” had become dated.?

The forces which had coalesced and united loosely around the National Front
and its satellite political formations against the regime were swiftly dispersed
and repressed after the 5 June 1963 (15 Khordad 1342) uprising. Ahmadzadeh
lamented that, once again, the “heavy monster of the bayonet imposed its
dominion everywhere”.?2

He characterized the old political methods of protest as shackles paralysing the
struggle against the enemy.?

Ahmadzadeh attributed the ebbing of the anti-regime struggle after 5 June 1963
to the regime’s success in “violently repressing the struggle”.?*

The psychological impact of this historical benchmark on political activists was
critical and decisive. It confirmed that neither legal and parliamentary methods
(1960-1962) nor spontaneous street politics had the power to effectuate political
change. Summarizing the state of mind of his generation, Ahmadzadeh wrote,
“Under conditions of repression and terror when our people’s struggle was
defeated, and our revolutionary intellectuals were devoid of theoretical and
practical experiences, we were obliged to start all over again.” In such difficult
circumstances, “The new communist movement came afoot, and the simple
assembling of forces began.”?



Breaking with the old sacred cows

Ahmadzadeh held the old generation of political activists responsible for the
political cul-de-sac of his generation. Even though he lamented the rupture in the
transmission of useful political theory, experience, and wisdom from old
political activists to the new, he found this lacuna liberating. The bankruptcy of
old oppositional political theories and organizations allowed for new thinking.
The young Ahmadzadeh was not only challenging the political legacy of the
Tudeh Party and the National Front at home but was taking a further bold step.
In unison with other international Marxist revolutionaries he gleefully declared
that “today, it seems as though real Marxism-Leninism is an empty shell in need
of being refilled.”?

Ahmadzadeh was loudly announcing the autonomy and independence of his
generation of revolutionaries from previous political ideas and traditions,
domestic and international. Reviving the dampened revolutionary spirit and
ardour of the people could only be realized through reliance on a new
revolutionary reading of Marxism—Leninism. This new reading, Ahmadzadeh
believed, was synonymous with the thoughts of Mao, and deeply influenced by
the Cuban Revolution. This form of Marxism—Leninism, different from hitherto
versions, he argued, would become the source of inspiration and the guiding
torch of the “most resolute revolutionaries”.?’

Ahmadzadeh insisted on Iran’s concrete sociopolitical conditions and observed
that there were no signs of spontaneous mass movements. He argued that
workers’ organizations and labour unions were absent because of the pervasive
presence of the police in the workplace. Under their watchful eyes it was
impossible for revolutionaries to contact the working class and create a labour or
guild movement. Even if they were successful in initiating such movements, the



police would repress them immediately. Under these circumstances,
Ahmadzadeh admitted that workers were neither prepared to participate in the
struggle nor were there signs of them becoming politically conscious.
Consequently, he declared that it was unrealistic to expect the spontaneous
emergence of working-class organizations.2®

Based on classical Marxism—Leninism, Ahmadzadeh’s account of Iranian
conditions did not justify an armed uprising.

Mulling over the sequential Leninist line of argument, that the outpouring of
spontaneous mass movements was a prerequisite for a revolutionary upsurge,
Ahmadzadeh sought to understand the reasons for the absence of spontaneous
mass movements in Iran. Most importantly, he tried to deduce the political
implication of its absence. Comparing the conditions in Russia on the eve of the
revolution with those in Iran, Ahmadzadeh ruled that the two countries had
nothing in common.?

The regime’s policy of terror and violence dissuaded the masses from
participating in sociopolitical movements, scared them away from becoming
politicized, and was successful in preventing intellectuals from establishing
contact with the masses.30

As long as the regime exercised its oppressive rule, the masses would be unable
to attain political consciousness.

Ahmadzadeh placed part of the blame for the absence of spontaneous mass
movements on the weaknesses of revolutionary agents, leaders, and
organizations.?!

Probably referring to the three days before the 19 August 1953 coup, and the
days leading to the June uprising of 1963, Ahmadzadeh reproached the
revolutionary leaders for failing to mobilize and organize the masses on a wide
scale when they were ready for engagement. The failure of sound political
judgement and leadership on their part, he argued, plunged the masses into a
long stretch of disillusionment, hopelessness, and inertia.3?



Departing from classical Marxism—Leninism, he posited, one should not deduce
that the objective revolutionary conditions were absent because spontaneous
mass movements were inexistent. Ahmadzadeh believed that objective
revolutionary conditions existed in Iran, but his understanding of them differed
from the classical view.

Ahmadzadeh framed his treatise and settled a score with armchair
revolutionaries who desisted from entering into action. He asked rhetorically,
“Would it be correct to conclude that in the absence of spontaneous mass
movements, the objective revolutionary conditions are absent and that the
revolutionary epoch (dowran engelab) is not at hand?” “I do not think so.”
Ahmadzadeh lambasted inaction under the pretext of the absence of objective
revolutionary conditions as “opportunism, collaborationism and reformism”. He
accused those who evoked such excuses of being “political cowards justifying
inactivity”.33

For him, the revolutionary epoch was at hand.

In the absence of traditional prerequisites for launching an armed uprising,
Ahmadzadeh argued that Iran was ready for revolutionary action. The
intellectual revolutionaries who possessed political consciousness, he argued,
were the available, willing, and able agents of radical change. For Ahmadzadeh,
even though the regime had obstructed the emergence of classical preconditions
for a revolution, the goal of changing the status quo could not be abandoned. It
was the responsibility of intellectual revolutionaries to intervene and create the
conditions which the regime had tried hard to forestall.

Abandoning classical Marxist determinism, Ahmadzadeh promoted
revolutionary Marxist voluntarism. To provide theoretical justification for action,
Ahmadzadeh coined a new concept, which later played into the hands of his
theoretical opponents. He postulated that the “subjective manifestations of the
readiness of the objective conditions of the revolution” were present.3*

The proof, he argued, was in the prevalent enthusiasm and passion among the
revolutionaries, their incessant quest to find the correct path to revolution, the
relentless assault of the police on them, and the imprisonment, torture, and



murder of revolutionaries. Ahmadzadeh was applying his independent
judgement and reasoning, making up a new set of preconditions. He argued that
this different set of preconditions existed in Iran, vindicating his emphasis on
armed struggle.

For Ahmadzadeh, the existence of “so many combative assemblies and groups
belonging to all oppressed classes” constituted further proof that a different set
of preconditions existed in Iran.3

The so-called objective conditions of the revolution existed because various
groups of intellectual revolutionaries were preparing to take action and
continued to rear their heads in spite of the repression.3¢

Ahmadzadeh put the final touch on his new spin, making imminent armed action
justifiable in the absence of classical revolutionary conditions.

In democratic and semi-democratic countries, Ahmadzadeh posited, the
possibility for political and trade union methods of struggle existed. This
condition, in turn, provided an opportunity for the political maturity of the
working class. In “extensively and intensively violent dictatorships”, neither the
urban proletariat nor the rural masses had the possibility of organization or
mobilization.3”

Ahmadzadeh tried to demonstrate that in the absence of voluntarism, the
classical objective and subjective conditions for the revolution would never ripen
in Iran. He reminded his young politically conscious readers that waiting for the
right and ripe revolutionary condition and moment was like waiting for Godot.
Such a position was tantamount to abandoning their social responsibility and
“accepting the status quo in practice”.38

Ahmadzadeh flaunted his autonomy from classical Marxism—Leninism and
posed a heretical question to highlight the importance of the revolutionary
intellectual vanguard. He asked, “Whoever said insurrection was the job of the
people?” To answer his own question, he referred to Cuba’s successful
experience where the people did not start the revolution.?



Armed struggle by the revolutionary vanguard

Ahmadzadeh designated the revolutionary vanguard as the force which would
launch the armed struggle.40

Striking blows against the regime’s image of impenetrable power and deadly
hegemony, Ahmadzadeh argued, would show the people that the struggle had
started. Its progress and success, in turn, would require the people’s support and
engagement.*

Ahmadzadeh believed that once the vanguard began the struggle, the enormous
“pent-up historical energy of the masses”, curbed by the repressive stranglehold
of the regime, would be gradually released.*?

The lengthy process of armed struggle, according to Ahmadzadeh, would enable
the masses to gain consciousness of their historical role as well as their
invincible power.43

Ahmadzadeh, like Zia-Zarifi and Pouyan, believed that once the armed struggle
began and became sustained, it would automatically generate momentum among
the masses. This impetus would, in turn, draw the masses to the struggle, until
the enemy was defeated. For Ahmadzadeh, therefore, the seemingly theoretical
aberration of relying solely on revolutionary intellectuals to conduct the
revolution was only a temporary and interim solution, suited to the specific
condition of Iran.

Based on Iran’s specificities and what he called the “recent revolutionary



experiences” in the country, Ahmadzadeh presented “the general path” or the
“universal strategy” of the revolution. He borrowed Debray’s famous metaphor
of the small and big engine. Once the small armed vanguard launched the
uprising, Ahmadzadeh argued, the force of this initial assault would gradually
thrust the masses, or the big engine, to join the struggle. The eventual defeat of
the enemy would come about after the big engine was put into motion. The
movement was, therefore, looking at a prolonged armed conflict.*

In line with both Zia-Zarifi and Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh warned that initially the
bloodshed and pain resulting from the guerrillas’ armed operations and the
regime’s subsequent terror would generate a sense of apathy and detachment
among the masses. This sense of indifference, Ahmadzadeh believed, would give
way to them embracing the struggle once the armed foco delivered sustained
blows against the regime, indicating the proper path of the battle.*>

For Ahmadzadeh, the stage of entering combat was crucial. It was only military
operations that could destroy the deeply embedded conviction that the regime
was unassailable. Twice in his text, Ahmadzadeh referred to Debray’s expression
of the “age-old accumulation of fear and humility”, and argued that in Iran this
state of mind had become a part of the peoples’ belief system.46

Ahmadzadeh repeated that words and political propaganda, incapable of
changing the “age-old accumulation of fear and humility”, should be replaced by
armed operations. Ahmadzadeh called upon all revolutionary groups to launch
their politico-military operations wherever they deemed it possible.#’
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Bijan Jazani’s Accounts of Why Armed Struggle

An approximately 18,000-word treatise, entitled What a Revolutionary Should
Know (Ancheh yek engelabi bayad bedanad), first came out in February or
March 1972 (Esfand 1350).!

This work was printed and distributed in London by Manouchehr Kalantari’s 19
Bahman publishing house, under the name of “Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani. More
than three years later, on 25 June 1975, Kalantari published an authorless special
issue called The Jazani-Zarifi Group, the Vanguard of Iran’s Armed Movement
(Gorouh-e Jazani Zarifi: pishtaz-e jonbesh-e mosallahaneh-e Iran). The first
section of this three-part text was devoted to the formation of the Jazani and
Zarifi Group, and thirteen pages of it presented and analysed What a
Revolutionary Should Know. It identified ‘Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani as the
person who compiled (tanzim) What a Revolutionary Should Know in
August/September 1970 (avakher-e tabestan-e 1349). Furthermore, the treatise
was said to reflect the views of the Jazani and Zia-Zarifi Group.

The authorless piece elaborated that the original manuscript of What a
Revolutionary Should Know bore the date of summer 1970, along with “Ali-
Akbar Safa’i-Farahani’s initials in Farsi, ‘Ayn-Saad. The lag between the
penmanship of this work (summer 1970) and its publication (February/March
1972), some seventeen months later, was attributed to two police raids in Iran in
November/December 1970 and January/February 1971.2



Some forty years later it became public that the authorless piece, The Jazani-
Zarifi Group, the Vanguard of Iran’s Armed Movement, had been written by
Bijan Jazani.?

So according to whom we know today to be Jazani, What a Revolutionary
Should Know was compiled by Safa’i-Farahani in the summer of 1970.

Mysteries around what a revolutionary should know

In 1999, it became public knowledge that What a Revolutionary Should Know
was written by Bijan Jazani, and not ‘Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani. According to
Mihan Jazani, Bijan Jazani’s wife, her husband had handed her What a
Revolutionary Should Know during visiting hours at Qom prison and before the
attack on Siyahkal (8 February 1971). At the time, Jazani had informed his wife
that he was the author of the manuscript. However, he had written intentionally
‘Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani’s name to bolster his theoretical status among the
revolutionaries. Jazani asked his wife to send the manuscript to Manouchehr
Kalantari in London, and she dispatched the treatise as soon as possible.*

Despite the consensus today that this treatise is the work of Jazani, Mehdi
Same’, one of the few surviving members of the remnants of Jazani’s Group,
recalled that in prison Jazani had insisted that this work was written by Safa’i-
Farahani.>

There is some confusion among Jazani’s followers on when What a
Revolutionary Should Know found its way out of prison. Farrokh Negahdar, a
surviving member of the Jazani Group, and Behzad Karimi of the Fada’i
Organization, maintain that the manuscript was smuggled out of Qom prison



around October/November 1970 (Aban 1349).6

Mostafa Madani maintains that this manuscript was put at the disposal of the
Fada’i Organization by Farrokh Negahdar in 1350 or after 21 March 1971.7

A few considerations put into question the “official” date attributed to the
writing of this work. Two critical pieces of information indicate that this work
was probably written after the Siyahkal assault. First, according to Mihan Jazani,
Bijan Jazani predated purposefully his works by one year (‘amedaneh tarikh yek
sal gabl ra migozasht). She insisted that in the case of What a Revolutionary
Should Know, Bijan Jazani “set the date one year before its actual penmanship”.8

In the work The Jazani-Zarifi Group, the Vanguard of Iran’s Armed Movement,
which we now know was penned by Jazani, the date of writing this treatise was
set at August/September 1970 (avakher-e tabestan-e 1349).°

Based on Mihan Jazani’s explanation of Bijan Jazani’s writing habits, the
“actual” date of the penmanship of What a Revolutionary Should Know would
be August/September 1971.

This date is some five to six months after the Siyahkal assault. Jazani wrote this
treatise probably not in Qom, but at ‘Eshratabad prison around
August/September 1971. “Abdollah Qavami, who spent two months at
‘Esshratabad prison in the fall of 1971, recalled that Jazani was very busy writing
in prison, but he did not know what he was writing.1

A second consideration makes the acceptance of the “official” date of
penmanship (August/September 1970) even more difficult and renders the
August/September 1971 date more likely. The probability that Jazani was writing
What a Revolutionary Should Know in Safa’i-Farahani’s name around August
and September of 1970 is almost impossible. Around this time, Safa’i-Farahani
was in the middle of preparing his military mission. On 5 September 1970,
Safa’i-Farahani was leading his team of guerrillas from Tehran to Mazandaran,
poised to carry out the military operation against the Siyahkal Gendarmerie



Station.

It would be inconceivable to think that Jazani would have intentionally
jeopardized the life of Safa’i-Farahani and his men by putting his name, or his
initials, on an insurrectionary manuscript, which could have fallen into the hands
of SAVAK. Jazani was extremely cautious about maintaining the safety and
security of his comrades. He would not have jeopardized the success of a
guerrilla operation. Jazani would have put his comrades in danger and
compromised their sensitive military mission, had he put Safa’i-Farahani’s name
or initials on an insurrectionary pamphlet in August/September 1970.

The correct date of penmanship of What a Revolutionary Should Know is of
importance. If this work were written before the Siyahkal assault of 8 February
1971, it would be considered as an autonomous and proactive piece. The
August/September 1971 date of its authorship would, however, demonstrate that
Jazani wrote his treatise in reaction to both Siyahkal and the urban guerrilla
warfare that followed it. This piece by Jazani demonstrates considerable
excitement for armed struggle.

An additional piece of information by Mihan Jazani points to another interesting
pathway. She recalled that Bijan Jazani had Ahmadzadeh’s Armed Struggle,
Both Strategy and Tactic at ‘Eshratabad prison.!t

It is therefore probable that What a Revolutionary Should Know was written
after Jazani had read Ahmadzadeh’s treatise. With this in mind, Jazani’s treatise
should be considered as a reaction and in dialogue with the rural and urban
guerrilla movement already underway.

Shortly after Siyahkal, Heydar Tabrizi was a student at Ariyamehr University of
Technology. He belonged to one of the first groups of university students to join
the Fada'is. In the fall of 1971, this group of university students asked the
Fada'is for a reading list. Tabrizi recalled that while Pouyan and Ahmadzadeh’s
treatise, along with other translated works, was on the list, What a Revolutionary
Should Know was not. He did not recall having seen the text until 1973.12



To confront a monarchical military dictatorship

In What a Revolutionary Should Know, Jazani described the Iranian regime as a
despotic monarchy, a monarchical military dictatorship, and an absolutist
monarchy, in which the people were denied all social and political rights.3

The Shah’s dictatorship was characterized as an unrestrained personal rule with
no limit or opposition. According to Jazani, all state institutions were under the
Shah’s wanton command, and there was not a single newspaper in the realm
which would dare refer to the political realities of the country.4

In Iran, Jazani argued, people were deprived of their basic needs. They were also
denied the right to set up genuine organizations or associations, which would
protect their legal rights and help them attain a higher standard of living.>

Time and again, Jazani referred to the fact that due to the regime’s naked
dictatorship and the ruling establishment’s (dastgah-e hakemeh) absolute
intolerance for the slightest political criticism, political rights were trampled
upon. The absence of “fundamental rights and freedoms”, he argued, prevented

the emergence of “social and economic organizations”, “useful worker’s
associations”, and “revolutionary organizations”.16

Based on the assertion that “all political and social rights of the people were
crushed,” Jazani came down clearly in favour of the violent path (rah-e
gahramiz), or the path of armed struggle. He first posed the polemical question
of “Which path should be chosen, the violent path or the peaceful path (rah-e
mosalematamiz)?”.17

Jazani clearly ranked his preference based on his assessment of the existing
political conditions, the aspirations of the movement, and then committed
himself to a clear choice. He ruled that, faced with the ruling establishment’s



unbridled use of military might to solve the country’s political problems, “The
people have no other solution other than resorting to violence and the gun.”18

In this piece, Jazani saw no in-between solutions. His either/or formulation of
this question and his categorical answer that “the violent path would constitute
the fundament (asaas) and axis (mehvar) of the revolutionary struggle,” left no
ambiguity in his position.'?

His conclusion on rejecting the peaceful path and adoption of the violent path
was in line with Zia-Zarifi, Pouyan, and Ahmadzadeh. All four rejected the
peaceful path, based on their assessment of the absence of political rights and
freedoms.

Jazani echoed the works of his predecessors and strongly condemned the Tudeh
Party’s theoretical gymnastics of accepting armed struggle in principle, but then
circumventing it by arguing that the objective and subjective conditions for
entering the combat phase were absent. This position, Jazani argued, was
effectively postponing armed struggle until eternity.2

Jazani stated that “we do not doubt that political confrontation with a system
fundamentally based on a military dictatorship cannot be conducted in any other
manner than a violent (qahramiz) one.”?!

Jazani’s message was clear. People had no other option but to resort to force
(zoor) and arms (aslaheh).??

Revolutionary intellectuals: The dynamite of the revolutionary movement



To identify the most apt revolutionary force capable of “taking the first step of
armed struggle towards the preparation of the revolution”, Jazani reviewed the
status of the revolutionary classes in Iran.?

He observed that the objective conditions for a peasant revolution were absent in
Iran. The peasantry, he acknowledged, would remain on the sidelines during the
initial stages of the “revolutionary movement” (jonbesh-e engelabi), since they
were deprived of political consciousness.?

The urban working class were the most well disposed to join the struggle, but
they too lacked political organization. Jazani postulated that the simple
propagation of revolutionary slogans and promises was insufficient to galvanize
the labouring masses. To secure the participation of the working class in the
“revolutionary movement”, he suggested launching the armed struggle to
“effectively engage the regime” in combat.?

Dubious of the readiness and willingness of the toiling classes to immediately
support, let alone start the revolutionary movement, Jazani turned to the “young
intellectuals”. He placed the full responsibility of jump-starting the revolutionary
process on the “young urban petty bourgeois strata” and argued that they had “all
the characteristics and features for commencing the movement” .26

Jazani concurred with Ahmadzadeh that the revolutionary intellectuals
constituted the engine of the movement. Assuming that the piece was written
after the Siyahkal assault, Jazani was reporting on how the movement had been
jump-started.

To Jazani, the young intellectuals, however, needed to be armed with a
revolutionary ideology. Explaining the important transition, from criticism and
opposition to participating in the “revolutionary movement”, Jazani invoked a
variant of the old Leninist dictum, and insisted that “there can be no revolution
without a revolutionary way of thinking (tarz-e fekr-e engelabi).”?

For Jazani, the intellectual revolutionaries had to realize that they were the



means to the ultimate liberation of the toiling masses, through a “people’s
revolutionary movement” (jonbesh-e engelabi-e tudeh’i).28

Jazani characterized “the genuine combatant” (mobarez-e vage ‘i) as one who
was committed to “overthrowing the despotic ruling system and ending colonial
penetration”. The “historical mission of this young generation”, he claimed, was
to rise up against, and “put an end to the injustices committed throughout the
centuries”. Jazani praised this “revolutionary generation” for its willingness to
forgo its private “welfare and leisure” for the sake of “true democracy”, a higher
ethical objective. For Jazani, “true democracy” and “the government of the
people for the people” was distinct from “formal democracy”.?

As if inviting his readers to act in a value-rational and instrumentally rational
manner, Jazani identified the reflective process that should guide the actions of a
revolutionary. Addressing the “revolutionary individual” (fard-e engelabi),
Jazani urged him/her to “envision the clear and specific goals available to him”,
“clearly map out the various paths of struggle”, and “obtain information about
all resources, facilities and means available” for struggle. He invited the
revolutionary to “make use of those resources and means to initiate and
persevere in the chosen path”. He heeded his readers to “think about defeat just
as one would think of victory and prepare for such outcomes”.3°

It would be after this process of identifying and ranking objectives, choosing and
committing to one, and then making an informed analysis of the means available
to that end, that revolutionary cells would be founded.3!

These revolutionary cells would then become the political-military vanguard
units.

The first and foremost task of the revolutionary intellectuals, organized in cells
of three to thirty combatants, was to carry out a political-military mission
quickly.3?

The guerrillas, Jazani emphasized, should not shy away from small attacks



against the ruling establishment, while preparing more grandiose and ambitious
ones. Long preparations, he warned, usually resulted in inertia and destruction of
a revolutionary group.33

At this time Jazani was promoting relentless military operations by completely
clandestine revolutionary cells.3

Jazani predicted that armed struggle would start in cities. Under the rubric of
armed engagement (dargiri-e mosallahaneh), he presented a relatively
comprehensive list of activities for the guerrillas. Operations conducted by the
revolutionary cells could involve disarming policemen, acts of terrorism (ijad-e
yek teror), mass killing of the enemy, armed robbery of cash and military
hardware, kidnapping key foreign diplomats, kidnapping influential and
prominent members of the ruling establishment, and hijacking planes.3>

He held the regime entirely responsible for the potential dangers and casualties
caused by the activities of the revolutionary cells.

The preparation for the first stage of the revolution, Jazani posited, would be
completed when three conditions were fulfilled. First, revolutionary cells or
political-military groups had to be formed. Second, political and guild/economic
cells had to be established. Third, leadership and logistic centres had to be
established abroad.3¢

Jazani presented the formation of political and economic cells engaged in non-
combative activities as a requirement for the completion of the preparatory stage
of the revolution. Along with peaceful trade union and student activities at home,
Jazani stressed the importance of two other types of non-combatant activities to
be coordinated and directed from abroad. “Centres for the revolutionary and
liberation movement” (marakez-e jonbesh-e engelabi va azadibakhsh) would be
responsible for such overseas activities.”

The role of these “Centres for the revolutionary and liberation movement” was
to reach out to overseas revolutionaries, organizations, and training centres, and



to engage in revolutionary propaganda and publications.38

This overseas activity was to be carried out by those revolutionaries who were
forced to leave the country. Jazani gave his approval for home revolutionary
cells to engage in the publication and distribution of revolutionary literature.
However, he warned that revolutionary publications should not jeopardize the
safety of revolutionary cells operating domestically.3®

For Jazani, “the next stage” of the revolution implied “the extension of armed
struggle throughout the country”. At this stage, the revolutionaries would take
“lead of the political struggle in society and establish the highest centre of
revolutionary leadership for the movement (‘alitarin markaz-e rahbari-e engelabi
baray-e jonbesh)”.40

This second stage, according to Jazani, involved a radical shift in the balance of
power. The revolutionary forces would take the upper hand and impose their
hegemony on the regime. Once the revolutionary forces consolidated their
military supremacy and took political leadership of the struggle, they were
poised to form a party. Having united the dispersed national forces, the National
Liberation Front would defeat the ruling establishment in a people’s war.#

Jazani’s paradoxical hints

In view of the unpreparedness of the working classes, there was a consensus
among the four theoreticians that the revolutionary intellectuals were to shoulder
the responsibility of armed struggle. Neither the degree of success of armed
struggle nor the time necessary for it to consolidate its position and take the
upper hand was determined in advance. Moreover, it was not clear how long it



would take the popular masses to join the movement, and how long the
revolutionary intellectuals would be obliged to lead and carry out the struggle
alone.

While the thrust of Jazani’s pamphlet focused on the importance and necessity of
armed struggle, it exhibited brief instances of doubt about what he called a
despotic and absolutist monarchical military dictatorship. This unexplained
incertitude in turn affected his analysis and propositions. During these moments
of hesitation, Jazani envisaged some sort of special breathing space, a political
truce, or an interlude, during which the regime would relax its suffocating social
and political repression, allowing for non-violent struggle. In his treatise, Jazani
wavered on Iran’s political situation, the revolutionary agents, the leadership of
the movement, and what the revolutionaries could and should do, in terms of
changing the regime.

Revolutionary agents and the question of leadership in a despotic or
democratic Iran

Jazani wished to solve a problem. How to entice workers to join the revolution?
He asserted that workers “should develop the capability to end police hegemony
and create their own revolutionary organizations”. Jazani predicted that “the
young generation of workers and toilers would undoubtedly be the first of this
class to join the revolution.” In the long run this may have been possible but in
the short run, Iran’s socio-economic and political conditions were not conducive
to such a development. Jazani acknowledged that workers were “disorganized
and demoralized”. He suggested that they needed to be assured that the
“intellectual movement” aimed at “their liberation and at realizing the rule of all
toilers”. Jazani recognized the uselessness of “plans, programs and slogans” in
motivating the toilers to join in the revolution. His solution was that “through
effective combat with the ruling system, the possibility of reviving the political
and guild movement of workers and toilers must be created.”+?



The practical aspect of this straightforward formula was complicated. Did it
mean that armed struggle was expected to create a space for political and labour
union activities, thereby drawing workers into the movement?

How long after launching the armed struggle did Jazani envisage the political
and guild movement to be in place? Who would organize it? Why would the
dictatorial regime allow for such a space? Jazani was providing a schematic
account of how things should work out in theory. He could not predict how
workers were supposed to go from a state of atomization and inorganization to
one of creating their own revolutionary organizations. Lacking political
consciousness, fearful of assembling, and unfamiliar with trade union
organizations, it was not easy to launch the labour union movement. The
timeline by which politically passive workers were to be transformed into
revolutionaries was not specified.

Most importantly, even though Jazani suggested that the sympathizers of the
revolutionary movement should establish such workers’ organizations, he did not
explicitly state how. Nor did he explain the relationship between such
sympathizers leading a public life and the clandestine revolutionaries carrying
out military operations. The devil was in the details, and the practical issues of
Jazani’s straightforward formula later became a bone of contention.

Having assigned a critical role to peaceful political and labour union activities in
the success of the movement, Jazani looked for suitable actors in this domain. In
contrast to the other theoreticians of armed struggle, Jazani acknowledged the
fact that there were people in society who wanted to participate in the
revolutionary movement yet did not wish to opt for armed struggle. He identified
a social role and a place in the broad revolutionary movement for non-
combatants. These were people who did not have enough experience to set up
revolutionary cells or were not ready to commit themselves to the “selflessness”
required of genuine combatants.*?

According to Jazani’s formulation, this non-combatant auxiliary group of helpers
would be assigned “to shoulder” other responsibilities “in preparation for the
revolution”. Their task, he argued, would be “the formation of political and
guild/economic groups”.*



These non-combatant sympathizers would become the organizers and leaders of
“public/open activities” (fa'aliyatha-ye ‘omoumi). Jazani argued that the non-
combatants could also form “cells” operating in factories, schools, universities,
and other commercial, economic, and cultural units, whipping up support for the
preparatory phase of the revolution.*>

These cells would be legal and above board as compared to the clandestine
guerrilla cells.

Was Jazani imagining a democratic “breathing space” which would allow for
“reviving the political and guild movement of workers and toilers”, or was he
thinking that the military operations and success of the guerrillas would force the
regime to allow for such activities? Jazani seemed to be juxtaposing two
situations which may have been mutually exclusive. The emphasis on creating
political and guild movements by non-combatant sympathizers, without
specifying the time, context, and condition, in tandem with the pressing need to
launch armed struggle, bore the embryo of a potential ambiguity for
revolutionary practitioners.

Jazani was categoric that armed struggle was the indubitable path of struggle. He
labelled individuals and organizations who doubted or delayed armed struggle as
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“deceitful idiots”, “conservatives”, and “ambitious adventurists”.46

At no point in his pamphlet did Jazani back down from the urgency of launching
armed struggle and prioritizing armed struggle over all other forms of struggle,
in preparation for the revolution.#’

In the context of the overall picture of his treatise, Jazani’s references to peaceful
activities seemed incidental and ancillary. Having confirmed twice in four lines
that armed struggle was the only (joz tavasol be zoor va aslaheh; joz az rah-e
gahramiz) option available for the people to solve their problems, he
acknowledged almost in passing that “in the meantime (dar ‘ayn-e hal), we will
not overlook any peaceful possibility.”8

A notion which seemed rather important to his analysis of the victory of the



movement was being raised rather sheepishly.

Jazani must have realized that his idea of peaceful cells operating openly in
factories, universities, and other workplaces under conditions of a military
dictatorship was somewhat inconsistent. He cautiously explained his vision of
how such cells would become operational. “In case” (chenancheh) the political-
military groups “had the possibility (emkan dashteh bashad) to create political-
guild/economic groups from reserve personnel around themselves”, they should
be careful and avoid any connection between the two. He warned that “the
revolutionary cell should remain completely camouflaged from the
guild/economic cell.”#

Jazani envisaged a reserve army of non-violent sympathizers spun around the
revolutionary cells with a free hand from the government to establish trade
unions and militant organizations of all sorts.

The potential ambiguity about the significance, role, and place of armed
struggle, in contrast to political and labour union struggle, in the revolutionary
movement spilled over into the leadership issue. At times, Jazani seemed to be
divided on the leading role of revolutionary intellectuals. He argued that “the
young intellectuals constitute the force with the greatest practical and actual
ability (belfe ltarin) in the movement.”°

Jazani acknowledged their irreplaceable role in launching the movement while
he longed for the working class to be in charge. Jazani, contrary to Ahmadzadeh,
did not feel comfortable with a clear break with classical Marxism—Leninism.
For Jazani, who had strong residues of classical Marxism—Leninism, the
movement had to be led by the working class, not by petty bourgeois
intellectuals.

Focusing on the necessity of drawing the masses into the movement, while
himself in prison, Jazani accused the revolutionary intellectuals of being
ignorant of the crucial role of the toiling classes in realizing the revolution.
Jazani cautioned the “young intellectuals” that they should not forget that they
could act only as “the detonators of the revolution’s dynamite but [could] not
[generate] the revolution’s full blast”.5!



Jazani found himself in an awkward position. His dilemma was that without the
revolutionary intellectuals, there would be no explosion. For the time necessary
to draw the workers and peasants into the revolution, it was the revolutionary
intellectuals who had to march alone. They had taken the initiative and struck the
first blows against the regime. Jazani seemed to be running after them,
condoning their bold actions while cautiously moving to hem them in
theoretically and practically.
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The Tudeh Party’s Awkward Tango with Armed
Struggle

In the post-coup crackdown on the Tudeh Party of Iran, some 3,469 members
were arrested, and 27 members of the Officers’ Organization were executed.
With the arrest and execution of Khosrow Rouzbeh in May 1958, the Tudeh
Party was effectively dismantled in Iran. In response to the bloody repression of
its members, in March 1960, the Tudeh Party announced its position on the
political situation in Iran. It emphasized that after the 1953 coup, “the police
state in Iran” had made it very difficult to carry out any form of overt political
struggle and called on its members to “fuse covert and overt operations” in their
struggle against the regime.!

Avoiding mention of what was exactly meant by covert operations, the Tudeh
Party left it to the imagination of its members to define the activities which could
fall under such a rubric.

From December 1962, the polemical exchanges between pro-Soviet European
Communist Parties and the China—Albania Communist Parties became public.
Some three months later, the flurry of letters between the Communist Parties of
China and the Soviet Union demonstrated that a major ideological rift was
underway “shaking the unity of fraternal parties”.?

By September 1963, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was labelled



“revisionist”. This was an ideologically vindictive term that had been used by
China for its attacks on Tito’s Yugoslavia. In January 1964, the Chinese
Communist Party accused its Soviet counterpart of having “sunk deeper and
deeper into the mire of revisionism”.3

Ideological rift over revolution-making

At the heart of China’s ideological clash with the Soviet Union was the latter’s
gradual loss of revolutionary ardour. The Soviet Union had embarked on a
political course of action to serve her own national interests. The foreign policy
theory of “peaceful coexistence” towards the US was intended to tone down the
long-standing confrontation between the imperialist and socialist camp. Faced
with the increasing threat of nuclear war, the Soviet Union hoped to diffuse the
danger of mass destruction by initiating a thaw in the ongoing cold war between
the two superpowers.

The Soviet Union’s notion of “peaceful competition”, a by-product of the theory
of peaceful coexistence, aimed at calming down the quarrel over one economic
system burying the other. To settle the economic rivalry between the two
competing systems, the Soviet Union posited that socialist economies could
prove their superiority through performance, setting an example that would be
followed by all. Along with these two new policies went the controversial notion
of a “peaceful transition” to socialism, implicitly rejecting bloody uprisings and
violent revolutions. The three peaceful notions were intended to soften the
Soviet Union’s intransigent image of inciting international havoc and
insurrection against the capitalist camp and its allies.

This political blueprint promoted the parliamentary road to socialism in Western
democracies. The real controversy, however, centred around the new position of
pro-Soviet Communist Parties in non-democratic Third World countries. Such
parties felt compelled to tone down substantially, and even end hostilities



towards their respective countries. The ramification of Moscow’s new doctrine
for Iran was a less revolutionary and more accommodating Tudeh Party.

The implementation of Khrushchev’s “creative solution” meant moving from
subversive and seditious incitements to embracing diplomacy and law and order.
Committed to changing the world through revolution, and confronting violence
with violence, the Chinese Communist Party became the champion of
revolutionary Marxism. It dubbed the Soviet initiative as a betrayal of “genuine
Marxism—Leninism”, and a “modern version of revisionism”. The Chinese

asserted that the “modern revisionists” feared “imperialism”, “genuine Marxism
and Leninism”, and “the revolutionary people”.*

The notion of “peaceful transition”, implying the futility of revolution, came
crashing down against a rising tide of revolutionary fervour and success in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America. The success stories of the Cuban, Algerian, and
Vietnamese experiences added to the enthusiasm and fascination for the armed
revolutionary path. China’s outspoken ideological opposition to the Soviet
concept of “peaceful transition”, and its support for “armed struggle” as “the
correct road to win independence and freedom”, caught the attention of the
revolutionary youth worldwide.>

Belittling the argument that the threat of a nuclear war combined with the
importance of survival necessitated a “peaceful transition”, the Chinese accused
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) of “preventing” the oppressed
people “from rising in revolution and fighting for their emancipation”.®

Iranian students take sides

The Sino-Soviet split, and the ideological debates surrounding it, caught the



attention of pro-Tudeh Party Iranian students in Europe. In April 1964, Tudeh
Party members and sympathizers, under the leadership of Mohsen Rezvani and
Mehdi Khanbaba-Tehrani, gathered in Munich to secede from the Tudeh Party.
Most of those attending were young university students and graduates in the
West. What came to be known as the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh
Party (Sazeman-e engelabi-e hezb-e tudeh) was born out of this meeting.

The spiritual father and instigator of this split was Parviz Nikkhah. He had
lobbied extensively for an organization distinct from the Tudeh Party, one which
would pursue armed struggle in Iran. Nikkhah had returned to Iran to prepare the
grounds for armed struggle before the April 1964 meeting in Munich. The Tudeh
Party’s loyalty to the CPSU and their hope to reconcile their differences with the
Iranian regime frustrated the young Tudeh Party members.”

The first official meeting of the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party
(ROTP) was held in Tirana, Albania, in November 1964. Mohsen Rezvani and
Fereydoun Keshavarz, an old Tudeh Party member, were credited for organizing
this meeting which aligned itself clearly with the Chinese camp. At the Tirana
conference, Mohsen Rezvani, Bijan Hekmat, Bijan Chehrazi, and Kourosh
Lasha’i were elected leaders of the new revolutionary organization.®

Between 1962 and 1964, the Tudeh Party established a strong organizational
presence in all major Western European cities, especially on university
campuses. During this period, it had a monopoly over Marxist—Leninist ideology
among Iranian opposition organizations. According to Kourosh Lasha’i, at this
time, the revolutionary Iranians in the West gravitated towards the Tudeh Party.
Gradually, however, these young adherents came to consider their leadership in
Eastern Europe as a handful of bureaucrats and careerists following orders from
above. In the eyes of the young blood, the Tudeh Party was neither interested in
their opinion, nor in radical change.’

The ideological disputes between the Communist Parties of China and the Soviet
Union provided the disenchanted Tudeh Party students with an ideal opportunity
to break with Soviet-inspired Marxism and embrace the revolutionary position of
the Chinese. Noureddin Kianouri, who later became the Secretary-General of the
Tudeh Party, recalled that the Maoist split was the “biggest secession in the



history of the Tudeh Party and carried with it some ninety percent of the party’s
members in the West”.10

In Lasha’i’s opinion, all Tudeh Party members in the West who were not
intimidated by party reprisals joined the Maoist rebellion. Even Tudeh Party
members in Eastern Europe were sending messages of support to the
secessionists.!!

The Tudeh Party’s reluctant approval of armed struggle

The eleventh plenum of the Tudeh Party’s Central Committee was convened two
months after the Tirana meeting of the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh
Party. The eleventh plenum was operating under the long and heavy shadow of
an unprecedented loss of adherents caused by the split. The rebels had argued
that the Tudeh Party’s blind following of the CPSU’s policies proved that it had
become a stale reformist and conservative organization. The members of the
Central Committee of the Tudeh Party needed to prove otherwise. Something
had to be done to contain the exodus.

The eleventh plenum of the Tudeh Party’s Central Committee met on 20 January
1965 in Moscow.1?

An important report on the political situation in Iran emerged from this meeting
and was later made public.13

It characterized the regime as a “despotic monarchy”, and confirmed that it was
“anti-national” (zedd-e melli) and “anti-democratic”. The Shah was depicted as
having complete control over the executive, judiciary, and legislature, and



SAVAK was said to have been given free rein. The report went through a long
list, enumerating the absence of democratic rights and freedoms in Iran, and
concluded that the regime relied on two levers to maintain its rule: the use of
terror, and the support of US and UK imperialism. It also referred to the 5 June
1963 uprising in Iran and pointed out that the unarmed demonstration of the
people had been repressed with unprecedented brutality and bloodletting.

Under the subheading of “the roadmap of evolution/change (tahavvol) in our
country”, the Tudeh Party posed the old question: “Which path should be
followed to successfully overthrow the coup regime and install a national and
democratic government?” The response seemed clear. Iranians could resolve
their problems through peaceful means if democratic rights and freedoms were
respected. In their absence, the Tudeh Party ruled that political organizations
were compelled to reach the conclusion that the regime should be overthrown
through violent means (rah-e gahramiz).

This conclusion, however, was in contradiction to the notion of “peaceful
transition” promoted by the CPSU. The dilemma of the Tudeh Party was to
present itself as being in favour of armed struggle, thereby stopping the
haemorrhage of its members, without crossing the red line of “peaceful
transition” set by the Soviets.

The Tudeh Party report engaged in various degrees of theoretical gymnastics.
Unable to promote the armed struggle without reservation, it prioritized but did
not commit to it. The Tudeh Party’s Central Committee submitted that they had
concluded that the violent road of revolution “was of greater priority”
(barjestigi-e bishtar-i kasb mikonad). Nevertheless, it argued that “in the future,
the possibility of another opportunity, namely the possibility of peaceful means
could not be entirely ruled out.” The report mentioned that the actions of the
Tudeh Party, therefore, needed to be based on “the existence of these two
possibilities”, even though “the possibility of violent revolution” had “pre-
eminence” (‘omdeh boudan). This confusing conclusion, later finding its echo in
Jazani’s work, implied the combination of two incompatible roads to change,
each derived from very different assessments of Iran’s political situation.

The Central Committee of the Tudeh Party first concluded that democratic
conditions were inexistent in Iran since a despotic police state was in power. It
proceeded, however, to suggest that democratic conditions and the rule of law



could come to prevail in the future, making a case for peaceful means of
struggle. Based on this remote possibility, it jumped to the conclusion of “two
possibilities” and warned against “adventurism”. The Central Committee ruled
that the most important task of members and sympathizers was to resuscitate the
Tudeh Party, as the precondition for any kind of struggle.

Some three months after its lukewarm support of armed struggle, the Tudeh
Party began to systematically undermine its primacy. It argued that violent and
non-violent means were not incompatible, and aspects of each could be
combined and used effectively. It reasoned that the notion of revolution was not
necessarily synonymous with “rebellion” (qiyam) and armed activities (eqdamat-
e mosallahaneh). The Tudeh Party posited that due to the weakening of the
imperialist camp, numerous countries had attained their independence and
freedom through “more or less peaceful means”. Concurrently, it argued that its
warnings about the violent path were not intended to negate and weaken the
“main thesis of the path of violent revolution” but were for “avoiding the pitfall
of promoting one path to an absolute status”. Steering the middle path, the Tudeh
Party claimed that it aimed to ward off opportunism and pacifism as well as
adventurism or sectarianism.!>

The party leadership was trying to walk on two incompatible legs. It was
engaging in theoretical somersaults to sound revolutionary, while in effect
warding off the revolution.

The Tudeh Party pushes back against armed struggle

Some fourteen months after its first bashful flirtation with armed struggle, the
Tudeh Party began to back-pedal. In a lengthy article called “A Sectarian and
Adventurist Line”, the Tudeh Party responded to a pamphlet published by the
Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party (ROTP). In the introduction to



the article, published in the March—April 1966 issue of Mardom, the secessionist
ROTP was accused of basing its efforts on “a completely sectarian, left-wing and
adventurist” approach. The official organ of the Tudeh Party denounced the
ROTP for “mechanically following the Chinese Communist Party” and
“staunchly opposing the Tudeh Party and the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union”.16

The article posited that the ideological adversaries of the Tudeh Party believed in
“only one type of struggle, namely revolutionary and guerrilla war (nabard-e
partizani) and only one type of organization, namely armed cells”. Referring to
Lenin’s “Left-Wing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder, the article claimed that
the belief in armed struggle as a single solution went against the proper
understanding “of the conditions for a realistic struggle”. As such, it was “petty-
bourgeois revolutionariness” which “resembled anarchism”.

The article rejected the contention that “the revolution in Iran will only succeed
through the violent approach and armed struggle.” It refuted the claim that
“revolutionary and explosive conditions” existed in Iran and reminded the
Marxists that one cannot play with an uprising, “pushing forward” the revolution
through “voluntarism and adventurism”. It reiterated that peaceful means were
an equally valid option and contended that “in view of their deep humaneness,
the revolutionary proletariat would certainly prefer the peaceful path”.

The Tudeh Party took pains to assert, however, that at no time did it negate the
usefulness and benefit of armed struggle, “in case the necessary conditions for it
existed”. The importance of paying close attention to the “necessary conditions”,
it contended, was not meant to “delay eternally” violent revolution but to steer
clear from “voluntarism, subjectivism, and adventurism”. Finally, it reminded
everyone that it was up to the party to decide on the proper path of the revolution
in the future.

Revolution means employing peaceful methods of struggle



Under pressure from the Chinese Communist Party, and the newly converted
Iranian Maoists abroad between 1964 and 1966, the Tudeh Party felt obliged to

employ the terms “violent means of struggle”, “revolutionary war”, and “armed
struggle” in its publications.”

The Tudeh Party was in effect name-dropping. During this period, having
evoked the term “armed struggle”, the Tudeh Party proceeded to demonstrate
that in the absence of the “necessary conditions”, peaceful means were a
preferred tactic. During the rest of 1966, the Tudeh Party took further steps to
effectively erase the notion of armed struggle and replace it with peaceful
methods.

In April 1966, the official organ of the Tudeh Party published an article called
“Long Live Leninism”. In it, the Tudeh Party attributed four characteristics to
the Leninist tactic of revolution: the creation of the working-class party, a
widespread campaign to awaken the masses, combining overt and covert
activities, and finally, “taking advantage of the revolutionary condition which
will certainly arrive to assail the class enemy’s fortress”. The Tudeh Party
deferred the realization of the revolution to a distant future. It argued that the
Leninist theory was concerned with preparing for rather than launching the
revolution. It further argued that, when that distant moment approached, “The
overthrow of the class enemy would require an armed uprising only if the enemy
resorts to armed resistance.”18

In August—September 1966, the Tudeh Party distinguished between long-term
goals of the revolution, and immediate tactical objectives. It posited that, “in the
present circumstances, the struggle for securing democratic freedoms and rights
constitutes the most important component of our Party’s struggle.” It
subsequently urged party members to fight for those objectives which would
help secure such rights. The Tudeh Party’s list of objectives was made up of
democratic demands and those which were strictly in the interests of the Soviet
Union. The democratic demands ranged from legalization of all nationalist and
democratic parties, and the release of political prisoners, to the trial of political
cases by non-military courts, and greater syndicalist activities. The demands
related to Soviet interests included the withdrawal of Iran from the Central



Treaty Organization (CENTO) and the greater promotion of Iran’s relationship
with socialist countries.?

The tactical and strategic activities promoted by the Tudeh Party were limited to
non-violent political and economic measures. It repeated, however, the sacred
phrase that the exercise of the people’s will was attainable through peaceful or
violent means, including armed uprising or revolutionary wars. Nevertheless, it
emphasized that “there is no doubt that the Iranian people and our Party seek a
peaceful solution to societal contradictions and the peaceful realization of the
revolution.”

From September 1966, articles in the Tudeh Party’s official organ, Mardom,
avoided using terms such as “armed struggle” and “violent means of struggle”.
From this date on, the exclusive forms of struggle referred to and promoted by
the party were peaceful political and trade union methods. The warming of
political relations between the Soviet Union and Iran, marked by Leonid
Brezhnev’s visit to Tehran in fall 1962 and the Shah’s visit to Moscow in June
1965, played an important role in the Tudeh Party’s peaceful overtures. In
January 1966, Iran and the Soviet Union signed a key industrial cooperation
agreement including the building of the Esfahan Steel Mill and a loan of $288.9
million to Iran. By February 1967, the Soviet Union was exporting $110 million
of arms to Iran.?

Aside from protecting lucrative trade agreements, another explanation for the
Tudeh Party’s change of heart could be that it had given up on attracting recruits
by harking on its revolutionary credentials.

Starting in November/December 1966, the Tudeh Party had a clearer
understanding of the appropriate modes of struggle under the prevalent
conditions in Iran. The Tudeh Party presented strikes, demonstrations, trade
union activities, and even participating in national election campaigns, as the
tools of “removing the obstacles” to obtaining democratic rights. The party
argued that through the pursuit of such activities, the government would be
obliged to uphold the rights and freedoms stipulated in the Constitution.?!

The Tudeh Party believed that in 1966 the Shah’s regime was capable of a



peaceful transition to democracy. Therefore, it became resigned to limiting its
activities to sporadic verbal criticism of SAVAK and the authorities, the
condemnation of human rights abuses, and support for political prisoners in Iran.
In practice, its approach to the regime was reconciliatory and non-antagonistic.??

In July—August 1970, some three months after the appearance of Pouyan’s
pamphlet on the necessity of armed struggle, Mardom published a response to a
comrade in Iran. The “misguided” comrade had assessed the sociopolitical
conditions in Iran as conducive to the overthrow of the regime and had prompted
the Tudeh Party to focus all its efforts on this pressing issue. The Tudeh Party’s
response was that revolutionary conditions were absent in Iran. The militants in
Iran were in turn instructed that their responsibility was to struggle for the
attainment of democratic rights and freedoms through peaceful political and
trade union activities. They were instructed to desist from all “rushed and
adventurist” activities.

The Tudeh Party warned that such adventurist activities would annihilate all
organizational cells, put combatants into prisons, and increase the regime’s
repression. It argued that extremist activities resulted in greater desperation, fear
and suspicion among the people, causing greater difficulty for the party and the
movement in making advances in the future. Presenting a clear-cut argument for
the survival of the Tudeh Party at all costs, the party called on its members to
abide by strict party discipline. Without directly referring to armed struggle, the
Tudeh Party categorically denounced “such destructive activities” and rejected
them as “damaging and harmful”.%

In the summer and fall of 1971, after the attack on Siyahkal, the political mood
in Iran radicalized. At this time, however, the Tudeh Party adopted an even more
reconciliatory position towards the regime. The party asked Marxist—Leninist
revolutionaries to work within the regime’s organizations and invited its
members and sympathizers in Iran to join guild organizations, syndicates, village
councils, and sports, arts, and literary clubs.?

It conceded that such organizations, especially workers’ and toilers’ associations,
were “reactionary and under SAVAK’s close scrutiny”. Nevertheless, it urged
Tudeh Party militants to enter such public bodies to “gradually lessen their



reactionary content and change their nature”. The party called on its supporters
to use “flexibility, serenity, and alertness” to work in these government-
controlled organizations, preparing the masses “to voice and present their
demands”. The party warned against provocative, adventurist, and left-wing
(chapravaneh) activities in such organizations. It cautioned that such adventurist
activities were usually the work of police-affiliated spies or agents
provocateurs.?

By fall 1971, the Tudeh Party’s opposition to armed struggle became manifest. It
labelled such activities as “adventurous” and “playing with an uprising”. Those
involved in such activities were called “fake revolutionaries”. The Tudeh Party
condemned the Siyahkal assault while paying its respect to the bravery of the
participants. It denounced the futility of risking the lives of “some of the most
selfless revolutionary agents (‘avamel-e engelabi)”. The party called the
Siyahkal combatants “selfless revolutionaries” and in the same breath labelled
them as “fake revolutionary utopians”. The efforts of the Marxist revolutionaries
was chastised as “opposed to Marxism—Leninism and counter-revolutionary”.2

The Tudeh Party argued that “land reform”, “industrialization”, and “women’s
rights” proved that the ruling class was beating a retreat before the peaceful
political and economic struggle of the people under its leadership. The party
argued that the development and strengthening of relations between Iran and the
socialist countries was an important indicator of the regime’s retreat.?”

In August 1972, one month before the publication of its official anti-Fada’i
manifesto, the Tudeh Party lamented the increasing abuse of the people’s rights
by the “murderous SAVAK”. It simultaneously expressed its deep regrets over
the activities of the “urban guerrillas (cherikha-ye shahri)”. Their activities were
characterized as “personal and political suicide”, providing a pretext for the
establishment (dastgah) to “intensify repression and terror”. The party reminded
the urban guerrillas that they could “expedite the victory of the masses” by
relying on a “political organization” instead of engaging in futile activities,
which only complicated the conditions for the people’s struggle.?8

The Tudeh Party was inviting the guerrillas to toe the party line.



The Tudeh Party denounces armed struggle

In the summer of 1972, the Tudeh Party responded to the new wave generated by
the activities of the guerrillas. It engaged the theoreticians of armed struggle in a
polemical debate. One of the most prolific theoreticians of the Tudeh Party,
Farajollah Mizani, who at the time lived in Bulgaria, wrote a sharp criticism of
armed struggle as promoted by the works of Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Jazani
(Safa’i-Farahani). Mizani made no reference to The Jazani Group’s Thesis,
written by Zia-Zarifi, as it was published in London, four months after Mizani’s
pamphlet appeared.

Mizani, born in 1926, belonged to a generation of communists educated in the
pro-Soviet tradition of the Tudeh Party where independent thought distinct from
the party line was not promoted. Subsequent to the flight of the Tudeh Party’s
leaders after the 1953 coup, Mizani remained in Iran and along with few others,
including Parviz Shahryari, Mohammad-Bager Mo meni, and Rahmatollah
Jazani (Bijan Jazani’s uncle), managed the party’s affairs.?

Eventually, Mizani fled the country in 1956.

In his approximately fifteen-thousand-word pamphlet, What Are the People’s
Guerrillas Saying? (Cherikha-ye khalq cheh migouyand), Mizani responded to
those challenging the authority and revolutionary legitimacy of the Tudeh Party.
Mizani wrote a rebuttal to the claims that the ideology, teachings, tactics, and
strategies of the Tudeh Party were inappropriate for Iran’s political problems. In
his pamphlet, he defended what he called “classical Marxism—Leninism”, as
distinct from Ahmadzadeh’s “revolutionary Marxism—Leninism” and Jazani’s
“revolutionary ideology”. Mizani, who was writing under the pen name of F.M.
Javan, characterized the proponents of armed struggle in Iran as the “worst kind
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of anarchists”, “terrorists”, “petty-bourgeois” elements, and followers of



Bakunin.3°

For Mizani, the shortcuts to revolution taken by the young revolutionary
intellectuals, especially in the name of Marxism—Leninism, were an unforgivable
anathema.

Mizani was defending Soviet Marxism—Leninism against the charges that it had
lost its revolutionary fervour and had joined the anti-revolutionary camp. He
accused the “revolutionary Marxist—Leninists” of discarding the role of the
masses in the revolutionary process and instead relying exclusively on “a group
of intellectuals”. Mizani charged them with ignoring “Marxist—Leninist
principles on the historical-global role of the proletariat” and refuting
organizational and mass activities. He argued that they were promoting
“terrorism” under the guise of “armed struggle”.3!

Proper Marxist—Leninist strategy and tactic, he stressed, relied on “providing
consciousness to and organizing the working class and all other strata who were
to benefit from the revolution”. For Mizani, it was this organized and politically
conscious group that could stand up to and oppose the ruling classes.3?

For Mizani, classical Marxism—Leninism was a science. It needed to be
arduously learnt. He posited that class struggle took only three forms:
ideological, political, and economic. All three forms needed to be employed
simultaneously, evenly, and harmoniously.3?

Mizani posited that economic class struggle meant resistance to capitalists by
organizing strikes. Based on his assessment of Iran’s social conditions in 1972,
ideological, political, and economic struggles were not only viable forms of
struggle but were becoming more pressing every day.3*

Mizani dismissed the central argument of his opponents that the despotic regime
had closed all avenues for legal activities by imposing an absolutist police state.
Instead, he insisted that the revolutionary forces should go among the masses
and employ the correct methods of struggle “acceptable to the people”. The



outcome, he posited was that “naturally they would find favourable grounds for
their activities.”3

According to Mizani, the proponents of armed struggle did not understand the
significance of improving the welfare of the toiling masses. Consequently, they
did not attach any importance to founding and participating in “professional
associations, trade unions, syndicates, newspapers and open, public
organizations”.36

Mizani lamented that the guerrillas “did not understand the significance of open,
public activities”.3

For him, the “fusing of covert and overt operations” was the best protective
shield of clandestine party cells.38

Mizani called on the urban guerrillas to abandon armed struggle and the
procurement of bombs and grenades, and instead set up clandestine printing
presses, secretly propagating revelatory literature in factories and rural areas.

Mizani criticized Pouyan’s assessment that the regime’s harsh backlash against
armed struggle would draw people to the revolutionary cause. He accused
Pouyan of intentionally notching up violence in society. Mizani implicitly
rejected the claim that the Shah’s regime had barred the people from exercising
their civil liberties and democratic rights. He intimated that Iran was indeed a
liberal democracy, and that the police state in place was the result of armed
struggle. Repudiating Pouyan’s prognosis of a virtuous cycle of violence leading
to an uprising, Mizani wrote, “A worker or the common man on the street would
not come to think that fascism was better than bourgeois democracy.”4

In his pamphlet, Mizani argued that a small group taking up arms was a futile
act, as it would ultimately lead to death and destruction.*!



He posited that the call to arms was “deeply fallacious” as it equated “the
rebelliousness rooted in hopelessness of a handful of intellectuals with a social
revolution” .42

The theories on armed struggle presented by “ultra-left” groups, according to
Mizani, were “anti-Marxist—Leninist theories and lethal for the revolution”.43

To him, the so-called “armed struggle” was in fact nothing but devastating
Maoist, ultra-left, and anti-Marxist—Leninist “terrorism and anarchism” .4

As if giving advice to a handful of misguided, angry, and impetuous young
insurgents, Mizani counselled them repeatedly to exercise the “art of patience”
(honar-e shakiba’i).4>

The art of patience, promoted by Mizani in 1972, resembled the policy of
“patience and waiting” (siyasat-e sabr o entezar) adopted by the National Front’s
leadership at the behest of Allahyar Saleh in January 1964. According to
Mizani’s analysis, “armed struggle” and the “violent road to revolution”,
advocated by Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Jazani, were both strategically and
tactically erroneous and at odds with the “graceful revolutionary method”
(shiveh-ye matin-e engelabi) of Marxist—Leninists.40

From Sofia, this seasoned theoretician of the Tudeh Party was calling for
“restraint”, whereas the revolutionary intellectuals in Iran were trying to
demonstrate that restraint only strengthened despotism, aggravated the fear and
hopelessness of the oppressed people, and eternally delayed overthrowing the
Shah’s regime.

In March 1973, the Tudeh Party’s clandestine publication in Iran, Besouy-e Hezb
(Towards the Party), published a short article by Zaakhar (pen name). It
criticized armed struggle under the guise of analysing the reasons for the failure
of the Siyahkal event. Houshang Tizabi (Zaakhar), the editor of Besouy-e Hezb,
chastised intellectuals who favoured guerrilla (cheriki) operations for holding
unprincipled and anti-party ideas. Such ideas, he argued, led to anti-worker,



adventurous, and unbridled operations which appealed to the petty bourgeoisie.
Tizabi called those who had embarked on the road of armed struggle “supporters
of terrorism and adventurism”. Following Mizani, Tizabi evoked Lenin, and
argued that “the objective and subjective conditions for a revolution were absent
in Iran.” Therefore, he concluded, “All forms of armed resistance were doomed
to failure.”#

The categorical rejection of armed struggle by Mizani and Tizabi, and their
support of peaceful political and trade union activities in 1972 and 1973,
provided further proof for the revolutionary intellectuals that the Tudeh Party
had lost its legitimacy as a revolutionary organization.

What did the revolutionary Marxists think of the Tudeh Party?

Zia-Zarifi held the Tudeh Party’s leadership entirely responsible for the failure to
oppose the August 1953 coup. He accused the leadership of lethargy, as well as
lacking vigilance and revolutionary courage. According to Zia-Zarifi, had the
party’s leadership adopted violent tactics and taken up arms, the coup would not
have succeeded.*®

For Zia-Zarifi, the Central Committee of the Tudeh Party opposed armed
struggle, while paying theoretical lip service to it. In his assessment, the Central
Committee had become “the veritable ideological and political centre for
combatting armed struggle among the forces within the [anti-Shah]
movement”.*

Through a detailed historical analysis, Zia-Zarifi argued that the Central
Committee of the Tudeh Party did “not dare to unabashedly and categorically



denounce armed struggle and declare its disbelief in it”. Zia-Zarifi argued that
the party would condone the validity of the idea of armed struggle “in principle”
yet argue that the conditions for its realization were unavailable. For Zia-Zarifi,
the political position of the Central Committee was one of opportunism in which
principles, forthrightness, and sincerity were absent.>

Zia-Zarifi posited that rejecting armed struggle and prioritizing political
demands was effectively “eternalizing the despotic monarchical regime”. He
posited that the Tudeh Party’s Central Committee had slipped into the “whirlpool
of ‘bottomless opportunism’”.>!

The party’s reversals and zigzags were linked to the Soviet Union’s shifting
political and economic relations with Iran. According to Zia-Zarifi, until 1961,
Iran had been the target of the Soviet Union’s harsh political and propaganda
attacks. Then, suddenly, from 1961 onwards, Iran was glorified and even
politically and economically supported by the Soviet Union.52

Zia-Zarifi contended that the Soviet Union’s support for the “anti-democratic
and anti-nationalist (zedd-e melli)” Iranian regime, which buttressed and served
imperialism, was incompatible with proletarian internationalism. He
subsequently concluded that Soviet foreign policy had slipped into “the cesspool
(manjelab) of opportunism and political jockeying”. Zia-Zarifi asserted that
Soviet policies in Iran were counter to “our national interests as well as the
interests of the anti-colonial movement of Middle Eastern people”. He
concluded that Soviet foreign policy towards Iran was “in accord with neo-
colonial strategies and tactics”.>3

Pouyan, on the other hand, did not refer directly to the Tudeh Party in his
writing. Indirectly, however, his analysis criticized the legitimacy of a workers’
party in a non-democratic country. The main subject of his writing was to prove
that the logic of promoting inaction and self-preservation, for the sake of
guaranteeing the ultimate empowerment of the workers’ political party, was
flawed. Pouyan’s argument in favour of armed struggle rested on the notion that,
in the absence of democratic conditions in Iran, peaceful activities, political or
trade union, were impossible and therefore a Communist Party could not be



created. It was for this very reason that the intellectual revolutionaries needed to
resort to violence. The creation of a Communist Party required the overthrow of
the regime. For Pouyan, Marxist—Leninist groups such as the Tudeh Party, that
wished to protect “the idea” of their working-class party by cautiously shielding
their forces from harm, were doomed opportunists and defeatists.>

Ahmadzadeh called the Tudeh Party “a caricature of a Marxist—Leninist Party”.
He accused its leadership of throwing its dedicated and combative members to
the executioners after the 1953 coup and fleeing the country.5>

Ahmadzadeh’s criticism of the Tudeh Party’s praxis was thorough, as was his
ideological refutation of its traditional Marxist—Leninist theories and arguments.
A proper subtitle for Ahmadzadeh’s treatise may have been “The obsolescence
of the Tudeh Party’s ideology”. Ahmadzadeh spoke of the inapplicability of “a
series of theoretical formulas”. The Tudeh Party, he contended, had elevated
them to the status of “general and unalterable laws”. These formulas, he pleaded,
had to be abandoned in favour of “revolutionary Marxism—Leninism”.56

Jazani’s criticism of the Tudeh Party was temperate as compared to those of Zia-
Zarifi and Ahmadzadeh. Jazani believed that the Tudeh Party had been subject to
“structural deviations” and was guilty of certain “shortcomings”.5”

He chided the party’s leadership for failing to stand up to the Soviet
government’s wrong policies, and their Stalinist deviation. According to Jazani,
the leadership followed blindly Soviet policies in Iran, and subsequently lost
respect among the masses. However, Jazani did not give up on the Tudeh Party
and posited that if it wished to play a considerable part in Iran’s liberation
movement, it needed to “fundamentally cleanse and reform” itself. This process,
he believed, was attainable by placing “revolutionary ideology” at the core of its
activities, and becoming independent of Soviet foreign policy.58

Jazani advised the party to purge its “active cadres”, and educate its members in
“revolutionary ideology”.>®
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Monarchists, Maoists, and the Tudeh Party in Unison:
Armed Struggle is Counter-Revolutionary
Adventurism

Between 1963 and 1964, the idea of returning to Iran to pursue the cause of
armed struggle had gained strength among radical Iranian students and activists
living abroad. The ex-Tudeh Party members in Europe, who had rebelled against
the party and formed the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party
(ROTP), had begun gradually returning to Iran. The fate of those who returned
to fight against the regime differed considerably. Parviz Va‘ezzadeh-Marja’i,
Khosrow Safa’i, Garsivaz Boroumand, Mohammad-Taqi Soleymani,
Ma‘soumeh Tavafchiyan, and Mahvash Jasemi were killed in clashes, murdered
under torture, or liquidated by SAVAK. Syrus Nahavandi became an active
SAVAK collaborator, causing the arrest, torture, and death of many of his
comrades.!

Siavush Parsanejad turned himself in before being arrested, participated in a
broadcasted interview with the authorities, praised the transformations in Iran,
and asked the Shah’s forgiveness. However, he never collaborated with SAVAK
or the regime.2

Some key members of the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party
changed their political position, turned against armed struggle, and became



advocates of the regime once arrested. Some, however, even after long hours of
torture, did not break or change their minds.

The fate of Parviz Nikkhah occupied a special place among those associated
with ROTP, because of his exceptional standing among left Iranian students
abroad. His authority and distinguished reputation had marked the thoughts and
actions of others. Many keen eyes were focused on Nikkhah. After his arrest in
Tehran, the student movement abroad had celebrated Nikkhah’s initial firm
resistance and defiance in prison. Nikkhah had become the cause célebre of the
radicalized Iranian students abroad.

Parviz Nikkhah did not show any sign of weakness or irresolution at his trial. On
the contrary, he held fast to the fact that he had nothing to do with the attempt on
the Shah’s life, for which he had been arrested and jailed. Furthermore, he spoke
about the importance of human rights and respect for it. He denied having had
any inclinations towards socialism, or having been a member of such
organizations, and refused the allegation of being against the Shah.3

During his five years in prison, Nikkhah underwent a change of mind. After his
release, and in his letters to his old comrades in Europe, Nikkhah emphasized
that his new understanding of the situation in Iran truly reflected an inner
transformation. At this time, still under the watchful eyes of SAVAK, Nikkhah
informed his friends that what he had written in the press and said on television
were “his own words” and the outcome of his own analysis.

It will never be known if Nikkhah would have become a supporter of the Shah’s
policies had he not been arrested and imprisoned. Kourosh Lasha’i, a militant of
ROTP, had a similar change of heart after two weeks of imprisonment, but he
had the opportunity to leave Iran after the revolution to tell his story. He
confided in Hamid Showkat that, had he not been tortured, he would have most
probably remained steadfast to his revolutionary ideas and would not have
recanted.>

Nikkhah and Lasha’i, the ex-Marxist—Leninist revolutionaries, opened a new
front promoting peaceful change and reconciliation with the regime while
condemning armed struggle. They became the new reformists within the regime.



It is highly doubtful that their message ever found favour with the youth. Their
new stance, by choice or by compulsion, sounded very much like the Tudeh
Party’s support of peaceful coexistence, competition, and transition.

For Nikkhah the red revolution turned white

Nikkhah had gone to England for his university studies in January 1958. He had
become active in left student politics while studying physics at Manchester
College of Science and Technology, and subsequently at Imperial College.®

Nikkhah was a Marxist, already involved with the Tudeh Party, before becoming
interested in Maoism. As he and his like-minded comrades became impatient
with the Tudeh Party’s cautious and passive reformism, they became attracted to
guerrilla warfare in Iran. This was well before the important December 1965
split from the Tudeh Party by its veterans, Ahmad Qasemi, Gholam-Hoseyn
Foroutan, and ‘Abbas Saqga’i. It was the Cuban and Algerian experience that
attracted Nikkhah and his colleagues to armed struggle.”

Before the founding of the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party
(ROTP), Nikkhah returned to Iran in July 1963 to study and obtain a firm grasp
of the existing sociopolitical conditions while preparing the ground “for guerrilla
warfare in Iran”.8

On 10 April 1965, Reza Shamsabadi, a palace guard, opened fire on the Shah at
the Marble Palace, and was gunned down before he could hurt the Shah.®

Twelve days later, Nikkhah was arrested by SAVAK and framed for his alleged



involvement in the assassination attempt on the Shah’s life. Even though
Nikkhah had played no role in any aspect of the assassination attempt, his
Marxist and Maoist background provided an excellent excuse for SAVAK to
draw him into a sinister fictive plot. The attempt on the Shah’s life was presented
to Iranians as a communist plot masterminded by subversive Iranians, educated
in that ever-scheming and mysterious country, England.

Having served five years out of his ten-year prison term, Nikkhah gradually
came to negotiate his freedom with the authorities. He was released from
Borujerd prison in late spring of 1970, and quickly became a media figure,
explaining the deep and structural transformations in Iran. Nikkhah urged Iranian
students abroad to return and participate in the historical transformation of their
country. The regime showcased Nikkhah as the young educated Marxist
intellectual who had seen the light, had abandoned violence, and joined the
Shah’s path of the White Revolution.

The new political celebrity addressed Iranians in a much-publicized press
conference covered by the National Iranian Radio and Television. The content of
Nikkhah’s interview was immediately splashed on the front page of Tehran’s
dailies, accompanied by his handsome picture. He spoke about how best to serve
Iran, the opposition to the regime and those who benefitted from such activities,
and finally the Shah’s role. Nikkhah described his negative impression of the
country while he had been living abroad. He then detailed his eye-opening
experience of the glaring achievements in the country once he had returned.
Nikkhah argued that “national harmony and solidarity” were the essential factors
assuring Iran’s progress, while class confrontations were replete with
sociopolitical dangers. He maintained that the recent events in Iran demonstrated
a significant developmental leap, rupturing with the old and underdeveloped past
and surging towards a modern future.

Nikkhah argued that domestic polarization, resorting to violence and any
divisive activity, would play into the hands of foreigners. He accused the
overseas opposition groups of being completely unaware of the realities in Iran.
The opponents of the regime were in his eyes likely pawns in the hands of
foreign powers. Nikkhah chastised and dismissed the leadership of the Tudeh
Party as conniving opportunists and lackeys. Addressing his old Maoist
comrades, he insisted that the idée fixe of peasant guerrilla wars in Iran was
misplaced and childish. Nikkhah praised the monarch as a wise politician who
looked at problems from the perspective of a nationalist. He reminded his



audience that progress and development during the Shah’s reign could not be
ignored and supported the thesis that Iran could not function like other, Western
democracies.?

According to Nikkhah’s formulation, there were no objective or subjective
conditions for a revolution. The Shah’s reforms, he believed, had satisfied all
socio-economic demands, and removed all grounds for discontent and
confrontation. Nikkhah argued that, since Iran could not provide democratic
rights, the Shah wished to “create mass institutions”, thereby pushing the
country towards “political and economic democracy”. This desirable end, he
argued, would not be attained unless all Iranians united, cooperated, and
neutralized foreign plots and provocations. In the name of political and
economic democracy, Nikkhah called on all Iranians to unite and support a
regime that openly acknowledged its unwillingness to provide democratic rights.

The Iranian press of Tuesday, 25 May 1971 reported the death of three
prominent revolutionaries who had been on SAVAK'’s famous list of nine wanted
guerrillas. In two separate attacks on guerrilla safe houses, Amir-Parviz Pouyan,
Eskandar Sadeginejad, and Rahmatollah Pirounaziri had been killed. On
Wednesday, 26 May 1971, Ettela“at published an article by Parviz Nikkhah
alongside his picture on page eleven.

The article, “Imperialism and the Ideal of National Unity”, was said to have been
written in response to the intentional omission of the term “Persian Gulf” by the
BBC and the Guardian. However, the publication of such an article, in the
middle of heightened tension between the guerrillas and the regime, did not
seem innocent. Nikkhah’s article repeated what he had said a year before. He
denounced the vices of imperialism and how it wished to prevent the progress of
developing countries. Imperialism, Nikkhah posited, benefitted from dogmatism
and “sharp emotions”, sowing division in society. In an interesting theoretical
somersault, Nikkhah argued that when it suits its interests, imperialism becomes
the defender of anti-imperialist movements.

The fault, Nikkhah asserted, was partially with Iran’s intellectual community,
who relied consistently on the “actions and words of the other” and engaged in
“barren and rowdy slogans”.11



Nikkhah argued that the proliferation of parties, after the departure of Reza Shah
in 1941, was one of the reasons why foreign powers found it easier to intervene
in Iranian affairs. This was a theme dear to the Shah’s heart. He criticized “the
so-called National Front” and accused its members of amassing wealth, while
looking to the West for answers. Having accused the Tudeh Party of leading
Iranian intellectuals to their “demise and annihilation”, Nikkhah warned that
“new political groups overseas” had united forces to bring about “destruction
and damage”. He condemned the “horrible historical experience of the Iranian
intellectual community” organized “in extremist parties and organizations” and
accused them of failing to move towards “the ideal of national unity”.

Nikkhah presented the Shah as the symbol of Iran’s national unity and
independence. He disassociated the social, political, and economic shortcomings
of Iranian society from “Iran’s constitutional monarchy”. He claimed that against
the interests of the imperialists, the Shah was “constantly trying to prevent all
spiritual and material divisions in society”. Addressing the guerrillas, the
opposition, and political dissidents, Nikkhah called on them to come to their
senses. He counselled that they should opt for “negotiation” instead of
“conspiracy” and “wise reflection” instead of “dogmatism™.

Sounding almost like the Shah addressing his subjects, Nikkhah wrote, “think
more wisely and more realistically” and do not “become fruitlessly provoked
and incited, falling into blind rebellion”. He called on the intellectual
community, the students, and the youth to “exercise forgiveness and patience”
thereby reducing internal tensions and paving the way for the country’s progress.

Nikkhah’s last few lines gave away the reason for his article. He warned that,
irrespective of the differences of opinion over “the tactics of dealing with
society’s problems”, it was “certain that terrorism polarized society, injected
violence into social relations and burned all bridges that could foster and enrich
social relations”. He concluded that terrorism was “directly in the service of
colonial interests”, and that armed struggle had become the equivalent of
terrorism. Nikkhah’s analysis and position overlapped with the Shah’s, for whom
the Siyahkal attack had been the pathetic work of madmen who were
undoubtedly controlled and managed by foreigners.!2

Nikkhah was echoing the Shah’s punchlines. His emphasis on the destructive
danger of political dissent for national unity, the mercenary status of all



opposition groups, and the irrational lunacy of the guerrillas undermined his
authority as an independent intellectual. By obliging Nikkhah to repeat the
regime’s official line verbatim, SAVAK destroyed the image which it had tried to
give him. After this article, it was hard to believe that Nikkhah was an
independent reformist intellectual who had had a spontaneous change of mind.

Kourosh Lasha’i’s rejection of romanticism and embrace of realism

Kourosh Lasha’i left Iran for Germany in November 1955 and began his medical
studies at the University of Munich. He became involved in student politics and
taught Marxist theory in a study group of mainly Tudeh Party members or
sympathizers.!3

Lasha’i must have shown enough enthusiasm for the Tudeh Party to be granted a
meeting with Noureddin Kianouri, a prominent figure of the party in 1961.
Lasha’i maintained close ties with the Tudeh Party and, at their behest, went to
Iran as part of a relief team attending the victims of the Bo’in Zahra earthquake
in September 1962.14

While collaborating with the Tudeh Party, Lasha’i fell gradually under the spell
of Parviz Nikkhah’s charisma during the London and Paris meetings of the
Confederation of Iranian Students in Europe. Lasha’i considered Nikkhah as “a
prophet, and the rest, his apostles”. Under the influence of Nikkhah, sometime in
the spring of 1964, Lasha’i joined a group of Tudeh Party members and
sympathizers intent on splitting from the party.'>

Fed up with the “defeatist and collaborationist” position of the Tudeh Party, the
young rebels, Mohsen Rezvani, Mehdi Khanbaba-Tehrani, Bijan Hekmat, and



Lasha’i, had decided to found the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party
(ROTP).16

The main objective of the new organization, as mapped out by its spiritual
founder, Nikkhah, before his departure, was to send members and the leadership
to Iran to commence armed struggle.l”

At the first official gathering of ROTP in November 1964, Lasha’i was elected to
the four-man leadership team.!8

He subsequently travelled three or four times to China, attending a political-
military training camp, visiting rural communes, learning acupuncture, and
getting a first-hand account of the Cultural Revolution.®

From 1968 till fall 1972, when he returned to Iran, Lasha’i travelled to Iraqi
Kurdistan, Afghanistan, Lebanon, Qatar, and Kuwait. He spent some two years
with Jalal Talebani in Kurdistan, fought alongside the Kurdish peshmerga
(combatants), and won their respect.?

To organize a revolutionary network in the Persian Gulf, he spent some six
months as a simple metal worker in Qatar.?

Before leaving for Iran, Lasha’i had the reputation of a courageous
revolutionary.??

Within some two months of his arrival, around November 1972, while looking
for a place to rent, Lasha’i was arrested as he was leaving a real estate agency.?

After four days of torture, Lasha’i divulged his name, and within a week of his
arrest he decided to cooperate and stay alive.?*



Once he proposed to his jailers the idea of participating in a televised interview,
the torture stopped. Lasha’i claimed that Sabeti visited him in prison to discuss
his interview.?

According to Lasha’i, it was Nikkhah who read and approved the text of his
interview. Lasha’i, surrounded by seven journalists, and flanked by Iraj Gorgin,
Director of the News Division of National Iranian Radio and Television
Organization, participated in a two-and-a-half-hour press conference, aired on
television. The leading Iranian dailies published this interview on 30 December
1972 along with Lasha’i’s handsome picture, dressed in Kurdish garb.26

After his interview, Lasha’i was taken directly to his parents’ house and did not
return to prison.?”

Lasha’i’s interview resembled Nikkhah’s, as both were organized by SAVAK’s
experts in psychological warfare. The goal was to dissuade the mushrooming
revolutionary Marxists at home from engaging in armed struggle. The crux of
both interviews was that, in view of the transformations in Iran, pursuing armed
struggle was futile, self-destructive, and doomed to failure. The interviews were
political recantations dressed in “self-criticism™.

In his lengthy interview, Lasha’i highlighted the idea that, as a professional
revolutionary, he had come to certain conclusions which he felt obliged to share
with his audience. He warned Iranians both in and outside the country not to
follow his misguided path. The primal mistake of those young politicized
Iranians overseas, he argued, was being disconnected from the realities and
transformations in Iran. He posited that reaching radical political conclusions,
such as launching armed struggle based on anachronistic theories superimposed
on existing realities, was the “most disastrous kind of idealism”, leading to
“horrendous bloodletting”. Lasha’i abhorred “the wasted grey-matter and man-
power, which could be used in the construction” of the country. The consensus
over engaging in armed struggle in Iran, Lasha’i argued, was based on the false
notion that progress in the country was a lie. He warned the blinded “romantics’
that their endeavours would fail before “the hard and pitiless reality”. The
“launching of guerrilla warfare”, he predicted, was destined for defeat.

)



To prove his point, Lasha’i enumerated “the hard realities” that rendered armed
struggle in Iran ineffective. He referred to land reform, and the dismantling of
the feudal system, as the “most significant event in the country”, which the
“idealists” did not want to understand and accept. For Lasha’i the literacy
campaign, and the implementation of “self-assisting and self-determining
institutions” in rural Iran, were signs of real democracy. Lasha’i awkwardly tried
to make a case for the Shah’s concept of democracy. He argued that “democracy
is a relative concept” and that in Iran the interest of the “toiling masses, the
millions of farmers and workers” had been given priority over the interest of the
tiny intellectual community. He lashed out at intellectuals, for thinking of
democracy only in terms of “irresponsible freedom of expression™.

Whereas Nikkhah had directly referred to and praised the Shah, Lasha’i
intimated his importance as “a spiritual pillar of support” and “a force of
progressive nationalism”, without naming him. He praised Iran’s “independent
and positive” foreign policy and called on the people to support it with all their
power. Lasha’i envisaged two paths for intellectuals. One was the path which
Che Guevara had promoted. This option, Lasha’i labelled as false, erroneous
(kazeb), and condemned to failure right from its inception. The other path, which
he called true and productive, meant for intellectuals to go to the masses, pool
their efforts, and help the people “increase the national product and implement
health and cultural projects”.

At a time when the guerrillas were gaining strength and popularity, Lasha’i
argued that “we need to place our little guns on the table and pick up tools to
make good on the opportunity that history has provided us to renew our society.”
Lasha’i advised the government to reach out to the students abroad, explain the
projects and developments in the country, and genuinely solicit their
participation.

Finally, returning to his main subject, Lasha’i took a last stab at armed struggle.
Implying that armed struggle had failed to attract recruits, he pointed out that
during the past two years in Iran, no one had followed those who fired the first
shots. He posited that Che Guevara’s failed attempt in Bolivia was the proof of
his separation from the people. He concluded that copying Guevara’s bad
example would only lead to a dead-end.?



The Tudeh Party: We told you so

Realizing how closely his arguments resembled those of the Tudeh Party,
Lasha’i commented that “now it is possible that the Tudeh Party will turn
around, and say, we told you so from the beginning.” He left his comment
without a further explanation or analysis. In May 1973, Ehsan Tabari, the
ideologue of the Tudeh Party, and a prominent member of the Central
Committee, wrote a biting article called “Ultra-Leftism on a Slippery Slope”,
under the pen name E. Sepehr.?

In his article, Tabari tried to demonstrate that the outcome of ultra-leftism — read
armed struggle — was nothing but “right-wing backpedalling”. Leftism, he
argued, was rooted in “subjectivism and voluntarism”. Tabari referred to
Ahmadzadeh who had popularized Debray’s concept of the “small engine” in
Iran. He poked fun at “voluntarists” who believed that a “jump-starting small
engine”, in isolation from the masses, could effectuate a social revolution. Tabari
mocked the idea that a “lethargic and terrified society” awaited the “heroic
spectacle” (honar nama’i-ye gahremananeh) of the adventurists to become
energized. For Tabari, those who criticized the Tudeh Party and the CPSU for
their lack of revolutionary engagement, were echoing CIA directives promoting
leftist anti-communism.

Having made the traditional Tudeh Party case against armed struggle, Tabari
referred to Nikkhah and Lasha’i as prime examples of ultra-leftism who had
subsequently become the spokesmen of the regime. Tabari deduced that ultra-
leftism and ultra-rightism were two sides of the same coin, and that proponents
of armed struggle were no different from the supporters of the Shah. He derided
those “dogmatists” who, in the name of defending Marxist principles, considered
any kind of “creative Marxism” and “tactical flexibility” (narmesh-e taktiky) as
disbelief (kufr) and apostasy (elhad).

The ideological volte-face of Nikkhah and Lasha’i provided the ideal



opportunity for Tabari to settle old scores with rebels who had called to arms,
belittled the Tudeh Party, and become the idols of Iranian radicals in the West.
Tabari wished to demonstrate that ultra-leftism leading to ultra-rightism proved
that any deviation from the Tudeh Party line was doomed to failure. He branded
those engaged in armed struggle as “traitors to the revolution” and “counter-
revolutionaries”. The alleged “ultra-leftists”, he asserted, took advantage of
those who had “favourable social and psychological backgrounds” and misled
them into “futile adventurism”. The outcome of armed struggle, he asserted, was
first “confusion” and then “surrender”, “despair”, or “pacifism”. By 1973, the
regime, the Tudeh Party, and a few political converts of the Maoist
Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party were all in agreement that armed
struggle in Iran was doomed adventurism, and its practitioners were doing a
grave disservice to their comrades and the country.
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Armed Struggle and Marxist Canonists

After the 1963 Sino-Soviet ideological debate, revolutionary change had taken
on a different meaning. The Tudeh Party had renounced violence and any
military action against the regime. It not only opposed revolution-making but
labelled it as anti-Marxist—Leninist. The Tudeh Party, therefore, needed to prove
that Marxism—Leninism was an ideology of peaceful transition to power. The
party did not expect its sympathizers to ask how such a position differed from
those of Eduard Bernstein and Karl Kautsky, the so-called renegades of all
Communist Parties.

To make a case against armed struggle, the Tudeh Party evoked the dictums of
the founders of Marxism—Leninism. In his rebuttal of the guerrillas, Mizani had
quoted Marx and Lenin profusely. He had relied on them to demonstrate that the
proletariat, and subsequently the proletariat—peasant alliance, constituted the real
revolutionary class and should, therefore, lead the revolutionary movement.
Referring to Marx and Lenin, Mizani had charged that the armed struggle
movement in Iran was deprived of a class understanding of revolution.!

The vanguardist approach of the armed struggle movement, he had argued, was
contrary to Marxist—Leninist teachings and essentially anarchist.2

For their part, Zia-Zarifi, Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Jazani placed the
responsibility of triggering the anti-despotic movement on the vanguard, namely



the revolutionary intellectuals. By 1970, a plethora of political groups and
organizations throughout the world were anchoring their arguments in and
explaining their actions based on Marxism—Leninism. Conflicting passages and
references were quoted ad infinitum from the Marxist—Leninist pantheon,
supporting opposite sides on the use and timing of armed struggle. A broad
survey of Marxist thinking on armed struggle is in place to provide a theoretical
baseline. The positions adopted by Marxist—Leninist pioneers, classical and
revolutionary, furnish a backdrop against which arguments by Iranian Marxist—
Leninist theoreticians on armed struggle could be assessed.

Historical determinism or revolutionary voluntarism?

Marx, Engels, Trotsky, and Lenin described political processes as tightly
synchronized with economic developments. This was in accord with historical
materialism. For the proponents of orthodox or deterministic Marxism, growth
and maturity of the economic forces of production would bring about an
automatic sociopolitical change, rendering violence and bloodletting
unnecessary. According to orthodox Marxism, historical transformations can
neither be rushed nor delayed.

While Marx and Engels for the most part expressed their trust in the scientific
precision of a smooth transition, they did, however, sometimes express
enthusiasm for the use of violence to effectuate political change. This position
opened the door to a violent or revolutionary interpretation of Marxism in
contrast to orthodox or deterministic Marxism. Once we get to the later
generation of Marxists represented by Mao and Guevara, it was the gun, and not
economics, that became the prime mover of political change.

Marxist-Leninists diverge on the issue of revolutionary restraint versus
provoking a revolution. Some emphasize the necessity of peacefully waiting for
the maturing of the broad revolutionary forces and the right revolutionary



moment. In this process, the emphasis is placed on building workers’
organizations and a mass party. Others promote creating revolutionary
conditions through armed insurgency and audacity. The burning issue of where
Marxism stands on revolutionary restraint or provocation may never be
categorically settled in favour of one or the other position even among the
founders of communism. For Marxists focusing on and operating in bourgeois
European countries, the notion of political change following economic causes,
even “in the last resort”, makes more sense than for Marxists living in autocratic
dictatorships. The inclination to incite insurgence and violence corresponds with
the degree of availability or absence of democratic rights and freedoms.

Ever since February 1848, the well-known concluding lines of The Communist
Manifesto, endorsing if not extolling the “forceful overthrow of all existing
social conditions”, has lent itself to the promotion of “revolution-making”.
Forceful overthrow implies violent means. Auguste Blanqui, the French
revolutionary, who believed that a group of dedicated armed revolutionaries
could make a revolution in the interest of the people, helped support a voluntarist
revolutionary tendency within Marxism. Blanqui’s call for violent action, as a
moral responsibility in times of political despotism, remains a spectre haunting
classical Marxism. Blanquism challenges orthodox Marxism’s claim of
liberating the working classes and saving the oppressed through a clean and
almost bloodless transition.

Blanqui, the controversial non-Marxian revolutionary Republican, was a key
player in the Paris Commune. Marx referred to him as “the real leader” of “the
proletarian party”, while Engels called him “a political revolutionary”.?

Blanqui was less concerned with the complex economic analysis of Marx and
Engels as the harbinger of sociopolitical change. For him, the revolutionary
needed to act by engaging in armed struggle. The members of his organization
took the following straightforward oath: “In the name of the republic, I swear
eternal hatred to all kings, all aristocrats, to all of humanity’s oppressors. I swear
absolute devotion to the people, fraternity to all men, aside from aristocrats; I
swear to punish traitors; I promise to give my life, to go to the scaffold if this
sacrifice is necessary to bring about the reign of popular sovereignty and
equality.”



In his later writings, Blanqui was adamant that, in the final analysis, it was not
peaceful political and guild activities, but “arms and organization” which were
the “decisive elements of progress, the serious method of putting an end to
poverty”. Blanqui made fun of workers’ demonstrations and rallies as “ridiculous
strolls in the streets”, resulting in death and destitution. In turn, he emphasized
that “who has iron has bread”.>

The serious method of struggle, for Blanqui, was that of armed struggle. In an
1866 proclamation to the Parisians, he wrote, “To arms, Parisians! Enough is
enough! You received freedom from your fathers; you will not leave servitude to
your sons.”®

According to Karl Kautsky, the orthodox Marxist, Blanqui’s teachings had
“enormous attraction for men of action” during the Paris Commune. Kautsky
observed that Blanquism “found more acceptance among the intellectuals,
especially students, than among the workmen”.”

As if speaking of the Iranian Marxist revolutionaries of the late 1960s and early
1970s, Kautsky called the Blanquists “a student party”, and argued that they
devoted their attention exclusively to “the political struggle against the existing
powers of State”. Kautsky reminded the voluntarist political activists that, “if
economic liberation must precede the political, then, logically, every kind of
political activity on the part of the proletariat is equally useless, of whatever kind
it may be.”8

Marx and Engels: Wavering over the role of violence?

In November 1848, Marx described the events in Vienna as a bloody and



“purposeless massacre” of the “working and thinking proletarians”. Marx,
writing in Cologne, thundered that “the very cannibalism of the
counterrevolution will convince the nations that there is only one way in which
the murderous death agonies of the old society, and the bloody birth throes of the
new society, can be shortened, simplified, and concentrated, and that way is
revolutionary terror”.?

The thirty-year-old Marx insisted on “revolutionary terror” as the only response
to the state’s bloody repression of the people.

In May 1849, Marx returned to “revolutionary terror”, lamenting the closing of
his paper, Neue Rheinische Zeitung, due to the state of siege introduced in
Cologne. The government accused Marx’s paper of inciting its readers to
“violent revolutions”. Marx in turn threatened the “Royal government” and
wrote, “When our turn comes, we shall not make excuses for the terror. But the
royal terrorists, the terrorists by the grace of God and the law, are in practice
brutal, disdainful, and mean, in theory cowardly, secretive, and deceitful, and in
both respects disreputable.”1?

Once again Marx was responding to state intimidation and royal terror with the
people’s power to intimidate, namely armed struggle.

In July 1870, Marx first warned that the overthrow of the government would be
“a folly”, and called on the French workers to “calmly and resolutely” strive “for
the work of their own class organization”.!

This was Marx leaning towards mass struggle, rather than rushing to overthrow
the government. Eight months later, after the 18 March 1871 uprising of the
Paris Commune, Marx wavered on the issue of violence and armed struggle. He
called the Commune a “heroic folly”, greeted it with enthusiasm as “the self-
sacrificing champion of France”, and gave it his full support.!2

Marx emphasized that “armed Paris was the only serious obstacle in the way of
the counter-revolutionary conspiracy.” The armed insurrection was lauded as
“the glorious harbinger of a new society” and “its martyrs” were praised by



Marx for being eternally “enshrined in the great heart of the working class”.1?

Even at fifty-three, Marx was moved by the Parisian insurrection and armed
seizure of temporary power.

In 1879, some four years before his death, Marx reflected on the role of violence
in sociopolitical change. Marx had once suggested that, in the United States,
Britain, and perhaps France, a bloody revolution could be avoided, while it
would be unavoidable in Russia, Germany, Austria, and perhaps Italy. When
asked about his comment, Marx chose only to address the statement attributed to
him in relation to Russia, Germany, Austria, and Italy. He confirmed the
statement attributed to him, but added: “Those revolutions will be made by the
majority. No revolution can be made by a party, but by a nation.”4

Marx was clearly indicating that, in his opinion, the revolution could neither be
conducted by a small voluntarist group nor a vanguard party, but by the majority,
by a nation. This political position was in line with Marx’s materialist
conception of history, emphasizing the importance of objective and subjective
conditions reaching maturity before a revolution, and most importantly that the
development of capitalism would result in a polarized society composed of a
proletarian majority and a bourgeois minority.

In the same interview, after the Paris Commune had been invoked, the
interviewer asked Marx if believers in socialism advocated “assassination and
bloodshed”. Marx responded that “no great movement has ever been inaugurated
without bloodshed.”15

Marx’s statement could be interpreted as an observation on past events. It could
also be a testament to his view that peaceful means of struggle, the outcome of a
technically perfect unravelling of historical materialism, may prove to be
inadequate, necessitating violent methods of struggle.

The classical view of Marxism is pretty much unanimous on the importance of
the revolutionary moment and the necessary revolutionary conditions. For
orthodox Marxists, political and social revolutions needed to ripen first and
could not be stirred or provoked. In the preface to A Contribution to the Critique



of Political Economy, written in 1859, Marx left little room for the role of human
will and voluntarist interpretations of “social revolutions”.16

In this passage, Marx referred to men entering into relations of production that
are “definite”, “necessary”, and “independent of their will”. These relations of
production subsequently corresponded to, or were locked into, “a determinate
stage of development of their material forces of production” and the “era of
social revolution” began only when “the material productive forces of society

came into conflict with existing relations of production”.”

One could argue that Marx’s argument about social revolutions did not
necessarily apply to political revolutions.

Marx’s important scheme of social change has a definite air of precision, leaving
little room for audacity and will. Elsewhere and well before writing the
“Preface”, Marx had reiterated his anti-voluntarist position. In 1852, he wrote,
“Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do
not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under given
circumstances directly encountered and inherited from the past.”8

These powerful words could invalidate any attempt at expediting the revolution
or entitling revolutionaries to act outside the well-determined boundaries of
prevailing economic and political conditions.

In June 1847, some three years after having met Marx in Paris, the twenty-
seven-year-old Engels first paid his allegiance to the almost mechanical view of
the material conception of history. He expressed his belief in the maturing of the
social and economic conditions and rejected the valiant attempts of a small
group of revolution-makers. Engels wrote, “We are convinced not only of the
uselessness, but even of the harmfulness of all conspiracies. We are also aware
that revolutions are not made deliberately and arbitrarily, but that everywhere
and at all times, they are the necessary consequence of circumstances which are
not in any way whatever dependent either on the will or on the leadership of
individual parties or of whole classes.”?



Engels condemned revolution through any kind of “push” or exogenous human
agency, most of all that of clandestine conspiratorial groups. He sent a clear
signal that revolutions needed no midwives; they happened when all necessary
economic conditions had matured.

However, Engels reminded his readers that under conditions when the working-
class movement was constantly under siege, smooth transitions may prove to be
impossible. Engels added, “But we also see that the development of the
proletariat in almost all countries of the world is forcibly repressed by the
possessing classes ... If, in the end, the oppressed proletariat is thus driven into a
revolution, then we will defend the cause of the proletariat just as well by our
deeds as now by our words.”?

Engels’s comment on the possibility of the proletariat being “driven into
revolution” opened a window of opportunity for political initiative, irrespective
of the ironclad economic laws governing the unfolding of history. Whereas the
first part of Engels’s statement indicated that history could not be taken by the
ear and pushed forward, the second part conceded that, where democratic rights
and freedoms were violated, the proletariat were justified in making revolution.
Even though he seemed to reject the Blanquist methods, Engels, like Marx,
provided an argument for fast-forwarding historical change.

In 1885, two years after Marx’s death, the sixty-five-year-old Engels wrote a
letter to Vera Zasulich, who had tried to assassinate the governor of St.
Petersburg in 1878. In this important letter, Engels justified how a little push (the
little engine) could create a revolution in Russia. This letter demonstrates that,
for Engels as for Marx, revolutionary restraint due to the precision of the
materialist conception of history was not a general scientific law applicable to all
times, places, and conditions. In this letter, Engels argued that since the murder
of Alexander II, on 13 March 1881, Russia was experiencing exceptional
circumstances, “where it is possible for a handful of people to make a
revolution”.?!

Engels argued that “one small push” could make the system “come crashing
down”. Resurrecting the spirit of vanguardist violent action, Engels wrote, “Well
now, if ever Blanquism — the phantasy of overturning an entire society through
the action of a small conspiracy — had a certain justification for its existence, that



is certainly in Petersburg.”??

Engels wrote, “Once the spark has been put to the powder, once the forces have
been released and national energy has been transformed from potential into
kinetic energy the people who laid the spark to the mine will be swept away by
the explosion, which will be a thousand times as strong as themselves and which
will seek its vent where it can, according as the economic forces and resistances
determine”.?

Engels did emphasize that the events ensuing from the Blanquist push would
unfold according to the economic forces and resistances, yet he did advise the
Russian revolutionaries to intervene and provoke the fall of the regime. He
absolved Blanqui’s vanguardism, and his method of armed struggle, at least in
St. Petersburg.

Engels’s advice to Zasulich not only presaged the vanguardist formula employed
by revolutionary intellectuals of the 1960s and 1970s, but openly approved of it
as a correct revolutionary Marxist method of struggle under exceptional
circumstances. Clearly at the time, Engels did not believe that the classical
objective conditions for the revolution were available in Russia. If Engels
condoned Blanquist action in Russia, why not approve of such a method in all
politically despotic countries like Russia? One could even argue that Engels was
the forefather of the “small engine” idea popularized by Debray and adopted by
Ahmadzadeh.

Ten years later, at the age of seventy-four, Engels reverted to his original
orthodox position in relation to violence and revolutionary change. In 1895,
shortly before his death, Engels engaged in a mea culpa. In the introduction to
Marx’s The Class Struggles in France, Engels referred to their (Marx and
Engels) common positive view of the anti-monarchical 1848 revolutions in
Europe. He wrote, “But we, too, have been shown to have been wrong by
history, which has revealed our point of view of that time to have been an
illusion.” Most importantly, Engels added: “The mode of struggle of 1848 is
today obsolete from every point of view.”?*

The 1848 mode of struggle that Engels was referring to consisted of armed



struggle, the “forceful overthrow” referred to in the Communist Manifesto and
the “revolutionary terror” Marx referred to in his 1848 articles in Neue
Rheinische Zeitung.

Engels once again argued that the reason he and Marx had erred was that,
contrary to their analysis, the “state of economic development on the Continent
at that time was not, by a long way, ripe for the removal of capitalist
production”.?

Engels, therefore, concluded that back in 1848, it was “impossible” for the
revolutionaries to “win social reconstruction by a simple surprise attack”. For
Engels, revolution-making, while the economic forces remained immature,
would only yield “violent outbreaks”, without “the prospect of a final solution”.
The final solution for Engels was not the removal of a dictatorship, but that of
capitalism.

Engels spoke with bitterness about the Paris Commune, and repeated that the
experience proved that “the rule of the working class” was once again
impossible in 1871. He wrote, “The victory which came as a gift in 1871
remained just as unfruitful as the surprise attack of 1848.726

It seemed as if the formulations by Marx and Engels were concerned with social
revolutions, hence the intricate relation between the economic and political
relation. However, every once in a while, the two fathers of scientific socialism
were distracted, and even encouraged and tempted with the political revolutions
around them. At times, this confused them. Was the Paris Commune, a political
revolution, supposed to become a social revolution?

In 1895, Engels concluded that “the conditions for the struggle had essentially
changed.” He declared that the old style of rebellion conducted through “street
fights with barricades” was “to a considerable extent obsolete”. In the
concluding remarks of his work, Engels set aside all hesitation about his
assessment of the old insurrection tactics and settled the score with his own past
flirtations with armed struggle and Blanquist tactics. Engels wrote, “The time of
surprise attacks, of revolutions carried through by small conscious minorities at
the head of unconscious masses, is past.” Engels was effectively purging
Marxism from the method of struggle based on “conspiracies, insurrections and



all other revolutionary actions”.?’

Instead, Engels took the bold step of identifying “universal suffrage” as the
appropriate method of struggle, not only in Germany and France, but also in
Austria and Russia. The implicit revisionism in Engels’s analysis was not lost to
him. He wrote, “The irony of world history turns everything upside down. We,
the ‘revolutionaries’, the ‘rebels’ — we are thriving far better on legal methods
than on illegal methods and revolt.” Engels’s last work made a compelling case
for the futility of armed struggle in certain countries and an equally strong case
for the use of purely legal and political methods of struggle from a Marxist
perspective. Did Engels really believe that Russia in 1895 provided democratic
rights and liberties in which universal suffrage could voice the will of the
majority? Did Engels believe that before the first Duma (1906), universal
suffrage would be in any way meaningful? One could assume that Lenin
certainly did not think so.

Lenin on violence, unequivocal?

In The State and Revolution (1917), Lenin argued that “violent revolution lies at
the root of all the teachings of Marx and Engels.”?8

This provided authoritative support for the position of Marxist revolutionaries,
impatient with the lengthy process of fulfilling the objective and subjective
conditions of the revolution. In the same work, Lenin had praised Marx for not
condemning the “untimely” movement of the Paris Commune and thereby
defending revolutionary action before the fulfilment of revolutionary
conditions.?



In his initial writings on the topic, however, Lenin was cautious about
privileging political agitation among the labouring classes over the use of
violence, although he did not reject the use of terror or military campaigns at the
right moment. In “Where to Begin” (1901), he warned against the “infatuation
with terror”, worrying that it would damage organizational leadership of the
labouring classes. He wrote, “terror can never be a regular military operation; at
best it can only serve as one of the methods employed in a decisive assault.”3?

In his writings, Lenin referred to the dangers and disadvantages of political
violence, as well as its necessity. Lenin’s approach to various forms of armed
struggle highlighted the importance he attached to political expediency based on
evolving concrete political conditions. The case in point was the important
debate between Lenin and the Socialist Revolutionary Party (SRs) over tactics
and the appropriate method of conducting the struggle against the despotic
Tsarist regime.

The debate demonstrates how Lenin wavered between condemning armed
struggle by a small group and supporting such activities depending on the
evolving political conditions and alignment of forces in Russia. This debate and
its outcome are highly relevant to the situation and condition of the revolutionary
intellectuals in Iran of the late 1960s and early 1970s. It demonstrates that
Marxism—Leninism could be invoked to promote both waiting for the ripe
moment of revolution (determinism), a Tudeh Party position, and revolution-
making (voluntarism), a Pouyan, Ahmadzadeh, and Zia-Zarifi position. Jazani’s
position could be categorized as theoretically suspended in the middle and
eventually leaning towards the deterministic position.

The Party of Socialists-Revolutionaries or the Socialist Revolutionary Party
(SRs) had been founded in 1901. Starting in 1902, the SRs possessed a
clandestine “Combat Organization” charged with individual assassination of
Tsarist government officials.3!

In the 1903 programme of the SRs, “terroristic activity” consisted of “destroying
the most harmful people in the government”, “defending the party against
espionage”, and “punishing the perpetrators of the notable cases of violence and
arbitrariness on the part of the government”.32



The purpose of such activities was to “undermine the prestige of the
government’s power” and “demonstrate steadily the possibility of struggle
against the government”. Terrorist activities also aimed at arousing “the
revolutionary spirit of the people and their confidence in the success of the
cause” and giving “shape and direction to the forces fit and trained to carry on
the fight”.33

The SRs stressed that terrorism was only one aspect of their struggle, and it was
most effective when integrated with working among the masses.3*

The employment of terror tactics by the SRs ebbed and flowed historically as the
Tsar embraced and rejected civil liberties and democratic rights.

In April 1902, the SRs had stated: “We advocate terrorism, not in place of work
among the masses, but precisely for and simultaneously with that work.”
Nevertheless, in August 1902, Lenin wrote a piece against the SRs, accusing
them of revolutionary adventurism and terrorism. Lenin believed that
irrespective of their claims, the SRs were in fact “relegating work among the
masses into the background or disorganizing it by their advocacy of terrorism”.35

In this article, Lenin criticized the SRs for “including terrorism in their program
and advocating it ... as a means of struggle”, and “destroying ties between
socialist work and the mass of the revolutionary class”. He argued against the
idea that terrorism forced people, against their will, to think politically.3¢

Lenin felt that armed struggle overshadowed or diverted attention from “work
among the masses” and that it was “in no way connected with the masses”.3”

He therefore announced that “terror at the present time is by no means
suggested,” and ruled that “such a means of struggle is inappropriate and
unsuitable.”38

Based on his analysis of the political conditions in 1902 in Russia, Lenin was



calling for “a properly organized movement of the proletariat and the
revolutionaries” to “overthrow the autocratic rule”.3®

Lenin’s position shifted dramatically after 22 January 1905 (Bloody Sunday),
when government forces opened fire indiscriminately on a demonstration of
peaceful protesters. Lenin’s reaction on the following day was categorical. He
wrote, “The uprising has begun. Force against force. Street fighting is raging ...
Rivers of blood are flowing, the civil war for freedom is blazing up.”4

After this repressive episode Lenin became “uncompromising on the necessity of
force and violence to overthrow the autocracy”.

Russia’s Bloody Sunday of 1905 was somewhat similar to Iran’s 5 June 1963
uprising in favour of Khomeyni. It convinced the opposition of the futility of the
peaceful method of struggle against despotism.

By February 1905, the political conditions in Russia had evolved. Lenin was in
exile, writing about the possibility of an agreement or a “fighting unity” between
the Social Democratic Party and the SRs. In this important piece, “A Militant
Agreement for the Uprising”, Lenin leaned towards incorporating armed
struggle. He argued that for the SRs “intelligentsia terrorism and the mass
movement of the working class were separate, and this separateness deprived
them of their full force.”#

Lenin now maintained that the SRs’ acknowledgement of the fusion of
“revolutionary terrorism” and “the mass movement” had opened the possibility
of reaching “a militant agreement for the uprising” to overthrow the autocracy.
In fact, it was Lenin’s position which had changed, not that of the SRs.

In March 1906, Lenin presented a “tactical platform” to the Unity Congress of
the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party in Stockholm. In his proposal,
Lenin, who had lambasted the SRs for adventurism and terrorism in 1902,
proposed the formation of “guerrilla squads”, carrying out “fighting guerrilla
operations”. Times had evolved, and so had Lenin’s position on methods of
struggle. In 1906, Lenin recommended that the newly founded guerrilla squads



should be affiliated with the party, and train leaders for the time of insurrection.
Lenin expected them to conduct “offensive and military operations™, “destroy
the government, police and military machinery”, and “seize funds belonging to
the enemy”, or engage in bank robberies to “meet the needs of insurrection”.
Lenin called for the guerrilla operations to be under the party’s control.*3

A few months later, Lenin explained his reasoning for opposing terror in 1902
and for approving military operations in 1906. He rejoiced at the attack on Riga
Central Prison by some seventy revolutionaries, and observed, “fortunately the
time has passed when revolution was ‘made’ by individual revolutionary
terrorists, because the people were not revolutionary. The bomb has ceased to be
the weapon of the solitary ‘bomb thrower’ and is becoming an essential weapon
of the people.” Sensing a national uprising, and the approach of “the final and
decisive battle”, Lenin called for manufacturing bombs “everywhere and
anywhere” 4

Lenin justified his support for the formation of guerrilla squads by arguing that,
when repression was rampant and “peaceful general strike proved inadequate”,
guerrilla operations inevitably served to “disorganize the enemy’s force and pave
the way for future open and mass armed operations”.4>

In September 1906, Lenin examined the “question of forms of struggle”. He
posited that forms of struggle used by revolutionaries were conditional upon “the
mass struggle in progress” and could not be confined to any specific form. Lenin
observed that “new forms of struggle unknown to the participants of a given
period, inevitably arise as the given social situation changes.”46

Prescribing a particular form of struggle, Lenin suggested, required “making a
detailed examination of the concrete situation of the given moment at the given
stage of its development”. Lenin first cited major movements among the
workers, peasants, and soldiers in Russia between 1896 and 1906. He then
argued that armed struggle had been at first the exclusive form of struggle of
“vagabonds”, “lumpenproletariat”, “anarchists”, and “Blanquists”. He
considered such acts as “disorganizing the movement” and “injuring the

revolution” as they demoralized the workers and repelled “wide strata of the



population”.

But now, Lenin was supporting the guerrilla movement, because it was time for
the old forms of political struggle to blend with the new violent form. He wrote,
“The old Russian terrorism was the affair of the intellectual conspirator; today as
a general rule guerrilla warfare is waged by the worker combatant, or simply by
the unemployed worker.” The difference in the political consciousness and
purpose of the person wielding the gun and the bomb led Lenin to dismiss as
“trite” those who called such activities Blanquist or anarchist. The change in
circumstances, he argued, rendered the absence of guerrilla warfare, rather than
its presence, detrimental to organizational work and morale among the working
classes. Lenin argued that “Guerrilla warfare is an inevitable form of struggle at
a time when the mass movement had actually reached a point of uprising.”

On the heels of widespread sociopolitical unrest sweeping across Russia in late
1904 and 1905, involving strikes by workers, unrest among peasants, and
mutinies among the armed forces, it seemed natural for Lenin to place emphasis
on the military power and operations of the opposition. The evolution of events
in Russia prompted his shift towards violence to guarantee the mass uprising’s
success.

Trotsky: Dissonance between intellectual revolutionary consciousness and
backward economic conditions invites violence

In 1909, Leon Trotsky tried to explain the reason why the Socialists-
Revolutionaries in Russia resorted to violence, or “individual terrorism as a
method of political revolution”.4

Trotsky’s thoughts were equally relevant to the conditions that prevailed in many
non-democratic countries, including Iran in 1970. In the absence of the prospect



for mass movements, the idea of armed struggle simmered.

In a 1909 article entitled “The Bankruptcy of Individual Terrorism”, Trotsky
opined that “terror as a method of political revolution” was a Russian
phenomenon. Still a Menshevik, Trotsky approached the topic from an orthodox
Marxist position. He argued that, whereas in “older bourgeois societies of
Europe”, revolutionary ideas had developed in tandem with the development of
the economic forces — “the broad revolutionary forces” — this process was absent
in Russia. He sharply observed that “in Russia, the intelligentsia gained access to
the ready-made cultural and political ideas of the West, and had their thinking
revolutionized before the economic development of the country had given birth
to serious revolutionary classes from which they could get support.”8

Trotsky believed that there was a disparity between the exogenously determined
revolutionary consciousness of the intelligentsia and the indigenous backward
economic realities of Russia. It was this disparity that convinced revolutionaries
“to multiply their revolutionary enthusiasm by the explosive force of nitro-
glycerine”.#

Trotsky pitted the violence-prone SRs against the Marxist “theoreticians of mass
struggle”. According to Trotsky, the SRs’ “hermetic” conspiratorial organization
prevented them from carrying out “agitational and organizational work among
the masses”. He accused the SRs of discarding other forms of struggle in favour
of terror. The SRs, he submitted, considered armed struggle as the “absolute”
form of struggle. Trotsky demonstrated what happened in societies where the
revolutionary consciousness of the intelligentsia ran ahead of the economic
realities. In such situations, the revolutionaries felt obliged to abandon the
unrealizable classical Marxian formulas to expedite freedom from despotism.
This applied as much to Russia as it did to the Iranian scene of the early 1970s.
For the sake of liberating their people, the revolutionary Marxists were prepared
to part ways with orthodox Marxism.

As a revolutionary practitioner, Trotsky was caught in the same dilemma as
Marx, Engels, and Lenin. When the forces of revolution were resisted by and
confronted with powerful forces of counter-revolution, resorting to arms became
imperative. In 1919, Karl Kautsky, the custodian of orthodox Marxism, wrote
Terrorism and Communism. Kautsky criticized the new revolutionary Soviet



government, and accused the Bolsheviks of dictatorship, terror, militarism,
bloodletting, and violating the “Marxist method”. He accused them also of
forcing the revolution in a backward Russia characterized by a peasant society
and of returning the old Tsarist conditions “only in some worse form” .50

For Kautsky, a true believer in the pure material conception of history, “the
Marxist method” implied the peaceful rule of the majority, relying on the
parliamentary method, and rejecting violence. Kautsky wrote, “As we have only
the two alternatives — democracy or civil war — I myself draw the conclusion that
wherever Socialism does not appear to be possible on a democratic basis, and
where the majority of the population rejects it, its time has not yet fully come.”
He posited that “Bolshevism, on the other hand, argues that Socialism can only
be introduced by being forced on a majority by a minority, and such can happen
only through dictatorship and civil war.”>!

In 1920, in a polemical pamphlet also called Terrorism and Communism,
Trotsky responded to Kautsky’s accusations. By this time, Trotsky had already
joined the Bolsheviks, and was the People’s Commissar of Military and Naval
Affairs of the Soviet Union. Setting aside the dislike for violence he had
expressed in 1909, Trotsky now argued that “peaceful demonstration of folded
arms” and the “general strike” were incapable of overthrowing military
monarchies.5?

Once the movement enters the phase of “armed insurrection”, Trotsky argued,
the “bloody price” that “the revolutionary class has to pay for power” will be
fixed. He emphasized that in order to seize power, “the proletariat will have not
only to be killed but also to kill — of this no serious revolutionary ever had any
doubt.”s3

Trotsky was talking about a stage when the proletariat became involved in the
movement and not when the revolutionary intellectuals were carrying the main
burden of the movement. Violence, therefore, was unavoidable for “serious
revolutionaries”. Trotsky added that for the revolutionary class to attain its ends,
all methods at its disposal, including “armed uprising” and “terrorism”, were
permitted.>*



Consequently, he called on the true revolutionaries to organize themselves,
“openly, half-openly, and purely conspiratorially”. The transformation in
Trotsky’s position was like that of Lenin. As the sociopolitical conditions
changed, the appropriate forms of struggle had to change.
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Armed Struggle and Marxist Revolutionaries

For orthodox Marxists, democratic and socialist revolutions generally occurred
once the objective and subjective conditions were ripe. However, as
undemocratic conditions persisted, and the revolutionary conditions failed to
mature, pressure increased on the politically radicalized to make revolution. The
revolutionary Marxists, heirs of Blanqui, liberated themselves from the
constraints of mechanical coordinations and correspondences. The ideas of Mao,
and primarily Guevara, as well as the revolutionary experience of China and
Cuba, strongly resonated with Iranian politicized circles. Later, however, the
Iranian revolutionaries found themselves equally if not more attracted to the
experience of Latin American urban revolutionaries, especially those of the
Tupamaros in Uruguay and Marighella’s National Liberation Action in Brazil.
Discussions, debates, and writings in Iranian revolutionary circles often echoed
the experiences and ideas of international Marxist revolutionaries.

As early as January 1963, the Paris-based National Front publication, Iran-e
Azad, began publishing excerpts of Ernesto Che Guevara’s Guerrilla Warfare.
The translation from the French was by Hamoun, a pen name for ‘Ali Shakeri, a
member of Iran-e Azad’s editorial board.!

The French edition of this book had been published in April 1962 by the left
publishing house of Francois Maspero. The first edition of Che Guevara’s
Guerrilla Warfare in English was published in 1961 by Monthly Review Press.
The English edition of the book was available for sale in Tehran as early as



1963.2

By December 1966, a thirty-five-page typed manuscript of Guevara’s Guerrilla
Warfare in Farsi was changing hands at Tehran’s Polytechnic University for
recruitment purposes.?

In the spring of 1966, Mohammad-Majid Kianzad, a member of the original
Jazani Group, remembered coming across a Farsi translation of Guevara’s work
Cuba: Exceptional Case or Vanguard in the Struggle against Colonialism. Even
though the manuscript was in Safa’i-Farahani’s handwriting, Kianzad believes
that he was most probably not its translator.*

In this important work written in April 1961, Che ardently argued that the Cuban
experience was by no means unique and singular, and it could, therefore, serve
as a model for other anti-dictatorial and anti-imperialist movements. Shortly
before the Iranian press gave coverage to the news of Debray’s trial and Che’s
death, the full text of Che’s “Message to the Tricontinental” (April 1967) was
translated into Farsi by Houshang Vaziri and published in the September 1967
issue of Ferdowsi magazine.>

This publication was one of the very few journals widely read by Iranian
intellectuals and members of the opposition.

In the pages of Ferdowsi, adorned with the classic picture of Che, Iranian
intellectuals and revolutionaries read about the necessity of armed struggle, and
that the struggle ahead would be long and harsh. Che had written that, for the
guerrillas to succeed, they needed to transform themselves “into effective,
violent, selective and cold killing machines”. Vaziri attenuated Che’s bluntness
by translating it as guerrillas needing to transform themselves into “automatic
killing machines of the enemy”.6

Mao’s works had also found their way to Iran, primarily through the Farsi
language programme of Peking Radio. Between 1965 and 1967, a Farsi language
programme, run by Mehdi Khanbaba-Tehrani, broadcast twice a day from



Peking, once at 19:00 hours and again at 21:00 hours local Iran time. Translating
Mao’s works constituted an important aspect of Khanbaba-Tehrani’s
responsibilities in Peking.”

The Iranian revolutionaries, at the time, were keen listeners of Peking Radio. As
soon as it had started broadcasting the works of Mao, ‘Abbas Meftahi, an
influential revolutionary figure, recorded them and later transcribed them with
the help of “Ali Tolou'. According to ‘Abbas Meftahi, it was because of these
broadcasts that Mao’s works were much more readily available in Farsi than any
other Marxist work.8

By 1969, Meftahi had delegated the transcription of Mao’s works to Ahmad
Farhoudi, originally a member of Meftahi’s Sari branch of Marxist
revolutionaries.’

Bijan Hirmanpour remembered diligently recording the entire broadcasts, then
typing the works and preparing them in a pamphlet form.1°

Kianzad recalled that by spring 1965, he had come across some of Mao’s works,
and by 1966, even though he did not see eye to eye with the Chinese ideological
line, he had read works on the Chinese Revolution.!!

Qasem Rashidi, a member of the political branch of Jazani’s Group, remembered
that by 1966, he had read handwritten translations of Mao’s On Contradiction.!?

Despite the very different kinds of revolutionary movement they were involved
in, both Mao and Che firmly believed in the supremacy of armed struggle. They
were involved with socialist revolutions in countries where the working class
was hardly a class “in itself”, let alone “for itself”. In both China and Cuba, due
to the underdeveloped state of the economic forces, which Guevara called
“deficient economic development”, waiting for a socialist revolution, in the
tradition of orthodox Marxists, implied an indefinite postponement of change. In
the absence of ripened economic forces, armed struggle was a viable method of



breaking out of the deadlock. In China, the people’s war took twenty years to
succeed, while in Cuba armed struggle bore fruit in two years. Both movements,
however, believed that the main arena for their guerrilla operations had to be the
countryside and placed primary importance on peasants as their potential
reservoir of revolutionaries.

In the aftermath of Che’s capture and execution, on 9 October 1967, while
leading a rural guerrilla offensive in Bolivia, a different kind of guerrilla
movement appeared on the Latin American continent. This movement was
fuelled by the increasing violation of democratic rights and freedoms along with
systematic imprisonment and torture of the opposition in Latin America. Urban
guerrilla warfare shifted interest away from the rural and impacted the analysis
and calculations of revolutionaries worldwide. The Latin American urban
revolutionary Marxists were again not interested in the orthodox teachings of the
founders of Marxism—Leninism. To assure “a certain minimum political
understanding”, they called on their recruits to read specific works of Che and
other Latin American revolutionaries, while bypassing the works of Marx,
Engels, Lenin, and even Mao.!?

The Tupamaros, or the Uruguayan National Liberation Movement, was initially
a non-violent political organization of heterodox radical students. The thirty-
five-year-old Raul Sendic, a Marxist law student, played a leading role in the
creation of this organization. The focus of this group, in 1966, had been to
organize the sugar-cane workers in the northern rural areas, to obtain shorter
work hours and press for land reform. Reacting to the state of emergency
imposed by President Jorge Pacheco Areco in June 1968, and the suppression of
all political rights and freedoms, the Tupamaros transitioned to armed struggle.
They focused on urban bank robberies, kidnappings, and attacks on security
forces.4

Back in 1964, in conversations with the future members of the Tupamaros, Régis
Debray had “insisted that any attempt at urban guerrilla warfare was doomed to
fail, and that Uruguayan radicals ought to model their revolution on Cuba’s
Sierra Maestra foco”. The Tupamaros, however, decided to go their own way
and employ urban guerrilla tactics.®



For the Tupamaros, action was primordial and spoke much louder than words.
Employing “armed propaganda”, as their medium of political expression, the

Tupamaros aimed at raising consciousness among the people, humiliating the
government, and gradually building mass support for their movement.16

Some two thousand kilometres away from Montevideo (Uruguay), Carlos
Marighella (Marighela) created the National Liberation Action in Brasilia.
Marighella opted for armed struggle in 1968, almost in tandem with the shift of
the Tupamaros to armed resistance. A marked characteristic of Marighella’s
school of thought was his emphasis on the urban foco, or a small group of
guerrillas, without rejecting the Cuban model of rural guerrilla warfare.!”

Remaining steadfast to Che’s motto that revolutionaries did not have to wait for
the revolutionary conditions, but could create them in the process of making
revolution, the Tupamaros and Marighella chose to launch their struggle in urban
areas. Yet as Marighella argued, this geographically different method of struggle
was “a continuation of the heroic struggle launched by Che Guevara in
Bolivia”.18

It was in 1967 that the newspaper-reading public in Iran received news of the
guerrilla activities in Bolivia, Uruguay, Brazil, Peru, and Venezuela.'?

By October 1968, the more intellectual Iranian magazines reported on the
increasing shift of guerrilla activities in Latin America, from rural and forest
areas to the urban areas.?

A month later, Iranian dailies gave news of the guerrilla activities by Brazil’s
National Liberation Action, without mentioning Marighella’s name.?!

In 1968, when recruiting new members to the cause of armed struggle in Iran,
Ghafour Hasanpour spoke to the potential guerrillas about “the people’s armed

struggle in China”, “the Cuban revolution”, “the guerrilla war in the Sierra”, and
“the urban guerrilla experiences” in Latin American countries. By October 1970,



or some nine months after the publication of Marighella’s Minimanual of the
Urban Guerrilla, Iranian revolutionaries were referring to Marighella’s methods
and the forms of struggle employed by the Tupamaros.??

Iranian revolutionaries traced their lineage to the international Marxist
revolutionary movement. They read the works of the pioneers available to them,
derived different lessons from each, and concocted them in the manner which
they thought best suited their political conditions and objectives.

Mao Tse-tung’s revolutionary authority

At twenty-seven, Mao reflected on the plausibility of peaceful transition to
socialism through education. He posed a key question about the suffocating and
unbearable political, economic, and social conditions in China. In 1920-1921,
before joining the Communist Party, Mao had asked, “If we use peaceful means
to attain the goal of communism, when will we finally achieve it? Let us assume
that a century will be required, a century marked by the unceasing groans of the
proletariat.”2

In August 1937, having been a revolutionary practitioner for at least ten years,
and having concluded the Long March in October 1935, Mao was engaged in the
Second Sino-Japanese War. This is when he wrote his well-known work On
Contradiction, where he laid bare the reality that “revolutions and revolutionary
wars” were “inevitable in class society”. Without revolutions, Mao argued,
reactionary ruling classes would not be overthrown, and people would not be
able “to win political power”.2

In his famous work On Guerrilla Warfare, written in 1937, Mao wrote, “In a war



of revolutionary character, guerrilla operations are a necessary part,” and yet,
doomed to failure if the political goals and objectives of the movement do “not
coincide with the aspirations of the people”. The success of the guerrilla
movement hinged on the “sympathy, co-operation and assistance of the people”,
predominantly peasants.?

Mao argued that there was no profound difference between the Chinese peasant
and a soldier. All they needed to do was to leave their farms, pick up the gun,
and become soldiers organized in military units.26

For Mao, leading the peasants’ struggle for land was the key to mobilizing a
broad-based mass struggle and winning the revolutionary struggle.?’

Probably the most straightforward and well-known reference to the importance
of armed struggle in the process of revolution belongs to Mao. In Problems of
War and Strategy (November 1938), Mao gave the gun an unrivalled position
and status in the revolutionary movement: “Every Communist must grasp the
truth, ‘Political power grows out of the barrel of a gun.’”28

Even though he added that the party should command the gun, Mao was clear
that embarking on armed struggle preceded the creation of the party. For Mao,
the experience of the Chinese communists demonstrated that under the
protection of the gun, party organizations, cadres, schools, and mass
organizations could be created.?

The sociopolitical and economic realities of China and its long and complex
revolutionary experience made the Chinese model of revolution attractive to the
Vietnamese revolutionaries. However, its specificities limited its application to
other countries. Furthermore, the semi-feudal and semi-colonial condition of
China, at the time of its revolution, made its particular revolutionary experience
less relevant to many countries such as Iran. Iranian revolutionaries, who were
reading Mao’s 1938 treatise On Protracted War, could not draw tangible lessons
applicable to their conditions and predicaments. Mao’s writings on the war of
resistance against Japan were not relevant to the Iran of late 1969 and early



1970.

The important legacy of Mao, for revolutionary Marxists, was four-fold. First,
Mao’s systematic laudation of revolutionary struggle and the key role of the gun
in the revolutionary process validated the revolutionary Marxists’ method of
struggle. Second, Mao’s reminder that revolution was necessary for the
overthrow of autocracy bolstered the position of the partisans of launching
armed struggle, irrespective of the maturity of revolutionary conditions. Third,
Mao’s emphasis on the fact that guerrilla warfare was an integral aspect of the
revolutionary war reassured the revolutionaries of the veracity of their path.
Fourth, Mao’s vocal support for revolutionary political change, at a time when
the Soviet Union was promoting peaceful transitions in the early 1960s, boosted
the morale of Marxist revolutionaries, providing them with ideological
justification.

Che Guevara’s revolution-making to overthrow dictators

By around age twenty-five, Guevara had travelled extensively throughout
Central and South America. He was appalled at the poverty, hunger, and disease
of the inhabitants and equally indignant at the presence of US economic interests
in the region. The socially conscious Argentinian doctor arrived in Guatemala in
late December of 1953. In June 1954, during his stay in Guatemala, a US coup
removed the democratically elected President Jacobo Arbenz Guzman.

Years later, while reminiscing on his first meeting with Fidel Castro (August
1955) in Mexico, Guevara recounted, “In reality, after the experience I went
through, my long walks throughout all of Latin America and the Guatemalan
closing, not much was needed to convince me to join any revolution against a
tyrant.”30



Guevara’s Guatemalan experience was the last straw. The humanitarian doctor
morphed into a revolutionary and then a Marxist.

In April 1958, some sixteen months after having landed on Cuban soil, Guevara
was living in the Sierra Maestra mountains. When asked by a journalist what he
was doing in Cuba, Che Guevara responded, “I am here simply because I think
the only way to liberate America from dictators is by overthrowing them —
helping their downfall in any way, the more directly the better.”3!

The idea of ushering in social justice through socialism dovetailed with his anti-
despotic and anti-imperialist drive. In Iran of the late 1960s and early 1970s, this
emotional, moral, and ideological journey of the revolutionaries resembled that
of Che.

In April 1967, eight years after the victory of the Cuban Revolution and eighteen
months after Che resigned all his official posts, he sent a message to the Havana
Tricontinental Conference. Che had set out to overthrow tyrants in Africa and
South America and had landed in Bolivia to launch an armed struggle. In his
message, he insisted that the strategic end of struggle against oppression and
imperialism was the “real liberation of all people, a liberation that will be
brought about in most cases through armed struggle”.

For Guevara, the revolution would “almost certainly have the character of
becoming a socialist revolution”. He reminded delegates of opposition
movements from the three continents not to harbour any illusions “that freedom
can be obtained without fighting”. In the midst of an arduous guerrilla war in
Bolivia, Che informed his revolutionary comrades-in-arms, gathered in Havana,
that the oppressors had imposed a harsh and long struggle on them, and that they
had no other alternative than to prepare for it and to undertake it.32

For Guevara, the final strategic objective of a revolutionary movement was
taking power, overthrowing the tyrannical force oppressing the people, and
imposing power with a socialist character. Responding to the crucial question of
whether it was possible to attain this end through peaceful methods, Guevara did
not categorically reject the peaceful method, but he posited that “we
emphatically answer that, in the great majority of cases, this is not possible.”33



Aware of the Soviet emphasis on “the three peaceful” methods, and intent on not
alienating the Latin American Communist Parties aligned with the Soviet Union,
Guevara did not wholly brush aside the notion of peaceful transition, but
gradually argued against it before abandoning it altogether. He reluctantly
conceded that, as “classical Marxist authors” have argued, “there exists,
nevertheless some possibility of peaceful transition.” Guevara added that, in his
assessment, every minute that passed by made “a peaceful commitment more
difficult”. He affirmed that “the peaceful road is almost non-existent in
America.”3*

When rulers hold on to power “against the will of the people”, and when they
employ brute force to destroy the people, Guevara announced that then the
people need to “use force and determination” and “reply with the will to fight to
the very last man”.3

Arguing for the paramount and fundamental role of “guerrilla action”, and
against any other method as the main tactic of struggle, Guevara described
America as a continent “preparing to fight”. Calling on the oppressed to make
revolution, he made it be known that “the sooner the people take up arms and
bring their machetes down on” their exploiters, “the better”.36

Guevara rejected the criticism that the proponents of guerrilla warfare
abandoned mass struggle. On the contrary, he warned those going into action
that “without the population’s support”, the initial movement would lead to
“inevitable disaster”.?”

Yet, his dedication to making revolution prevented him from heeding his own
warning when embarking on his Congo and then Bolivian campaigns.

For Guevara, in the absence of democratic rights and freedoms provided by a
bourgeois-democratic state, the peaceful transition of power promoted by the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and its satellite parties, was wishful
thinking. He reproached those progressive elements who confused tactical with
strategic objectives and thereby sapped the people’s energy by opting for
peaceful methods. Why participate in elections, demonstrations, and strikes



when the rules of the game could change at any moment? Guevara called those
who promoted a peaceful transition “the educated and the prudent”, who were
putting the brakes on the people’s movement. Lashing out at hesitant and
reluctant sympathizers, and members of Latin American communist parties
following the CPSU line, Guevara wrote, “The masses know that ‘the role of Job
is not for the revolutionary,’ so they prepare for battle.”38

After the victory of the Cuban Revolution, and before its leaders announced their
adherence to Marxism and the construction of socialism, Guevara wrote
Guerrilla Warfare. This work, written in the winter of 1961, should not be
confused with Che’s Guerrilla Warfare: A Method, written in September 1963
and containing some of the main themes in his 1961 work. There is a stark
difference in the language of these two works. In the first one, there is no trace
of Marxian jargon, or any reference to Marx, socialism, and the proletariat. In his
second work, after the announcement of Cuba’s adherence to Marxism, the
language is replete with Marxian references. The appeal of these two texts, to
revolutionaries worldwide, lay in the clarity with which Che broke off with
orthodox or classical Marxism, and gave full reign to human will and audacity.

In these works, Che articulated the simple notion that waiting for the maturing of
the conventional preconditions for revolution was a pseudo-revolutionary
position, prolonging injustice and the oppression of tyrants. Che summed up
three lessons from the Cuban Revolution. First, armed forces of oppressive
regimes could be defeated by popular forces, through insurrection. Second,
revolutionaries can create the conditions for making a revolution and, therefore,
it was no longer necessary to wait for the revolutionary conditions to ripen.
Finally, the countryside constituted the ideal location for armed struggle.?

Che elaborated on two interlaced points in relation to making revolution. It was
“pseudo-revolutionaries” with their “defeatist attitude”, he maintained, who
preached inactivity. He accused them of sitting and waiting “until in some
mechanical way all necessary objective and subjective conditions” were aligned,
“without working to accelerate them”. Che also submitted that under
dictatorships, and in the absence of democratic rights and freedoms, once “the
forces of oppression” usurped political power “against established law”, they
automatically broke the law and violated peace.*



In Guerrilla Warfare, he argued that as long as a government had come to power
through “some form of popular vote, fraudulent or not”, and maintained “at least
an appearance of constitutional legality”, guerrilla activities could not be
promoted “since the possibilities of peaceful struggle” had “not yet been
exhausted”.4

According to Che, only after all peaceful means of struggle had been blocked
and stymied by a dictatorial regime, armed struggle became a necessity and the
guerrilla fighter became the “armed vanguard of the fighting people”.4?

The theoreticians of armed struggle in Iran all began their arguments from the
premise that the post-coup regime had no political legitimacy.

In Guerrilla Warfare: A Method, Che argued that violence was not “the
monopoly of the exploiters” and urged the exploited to use violence when the
moment came. He supported his claim with a quote from José Marti: “He who
wages war in a country, when he can avoid it, is a criminal, just as he who fails
to promote war, which cannot be avoided, is a criminal.”43

Che came to consider violence as “the midwife of new societies”. He urged the
revolutionaries to unleash it “at that precise moment in which the leaders have
found the most favourable circumstances”.*

The identification of the “revolutionary moment” was transferred from the
impersonal, mechanical objective and subjective conditions to the personal
discretion of revolutionary leaders.

Free from waiting for the “revolutionary moment”, the revolutionaries required
volition, conviction in final victory, audacity, discipline, and selflessness to
engage in armed struggle, and mobilize the masses for the overthrow of
dictators.*

Che redefined the duty of revolutionaries. He urged them “not to wait for the
change in the correlation of forces”, but “to make revolution”.4



The guerrilla zone of operation, according to Che, was initially the countryside,
where the revolutionaries would begin their fight under the banner of “agrarian
reform”.47

For him, the active support of the peasants of the region, and their gradual
enlisting in the armed struggle, was the prerequisite of the guerrillas’ success.*

Che claimed that Cuba had shown “the way of the armed popular fight against
armies supposed to be invincible”.#

But how was the vanguard born and the armed struggle launched? According to
Che’s prescription, the guerrilla unit had to start in absolute secrecy. Members of
a small revolutionary “nucleus” had to meet in secret as a conspiratorial group.
They needed to take shape “without mass support or knowledge” .5

Their first contact with the masses would occur when the guerrillas struck their
blow. The initial conspiratorial “nucleus” was charged with choosing “places
favourable for guerrilla warfare” before they would “start taking action”.>!

To make revolution, according to the Cuban experience, revolutionaries had to
strike first.

One essential commonality between the Chinese and Cuban experience, as
emphasized by both Mao and Guevara, was that both movements relied heavily
on a peasantry hungry for land. The promise of agrarian reform, as a
fundamental goal of the respective movements, resonated with the aspirations of
the landless and tenant farmers in both China and Cuba. Both Mao and Guevara
identified the peasantry as the backbone of their movements. The task of the
guerrilla movements was to gradually convert the peasant population into a mass
revolutionary army.

The Iranian revolutionaries of the late 1960s and early 1970s were totally
deprived of potential revolutionaries in the rural areas. Under pressure from



successive US administrations since the 1953 coup, and in response to a serious
push from the Kennedy administration, Iran had embarked on land reform under
the premiership of ‘Ali Amini. The implementation of this important socio-
economic measure began in March 1962, under the auspices of Hasan Arsanjani,
Amini’s zealous Minister of Agriculture. By 1966, some 500,000 Iranian peasant
families had benefitted from land reform.>?

For Iranian revolutionaries who wished to reproduce the Chinese and Cuban
experience in Iran, a most important ingredient of this successful recipe, namely
a disgruntled peasantry, was missing.

Carlos Marighella: Unleashing violence to end dictatorial violence

Carlos Marighella was a staunch Communist Party activist for thirty-three
years.>3

At fifty-six, pained by the inertia and compliance of the Brazilian Communist
Party in the face of the military dictatorship’s increasing repression since 1964,
Marighella opted for armed struggle. He radically parted ways with the party in
1967 and founded National Liberation Action (NLA), a Brazilian urban guerrilla
organization in 1968. The NLA conducted numerous urban operations, including
raids on barracks, police stations, and banks. Their widely reported operation
involved the kidnappings of the US Ambassador in Brazil and the Japanese
Consul-General in Sdo Paulo. In return for the freedom of their hostages they
obtained the liberation of twenty political prisoners of different tendencies. On 4
November 1969, Marighella was killed in a gun battle at the age of fifty-nine.

Marighella wrote letters, articles, declarations, and communiques on his political
experience in the Brazilian Communist Party, and later, on the various aspects of



armed struggle in Brazil. In June 1969, he wrote the Minimanual of the Urban
Guerrilla or “Handbook of Urban Guerrilla Warfare”, which quickly became a
gospel of urban revolutionaries. After Marighella’s death, this work first
appeared in both English and French in the bi-monthly Tricontinental (January—
February 1970) published in Havana.

In the same year, a collection of Marighella’s writings was published in France
under the title of For the Liberation of Brazil. The collection included his most
insurrectional work, Minimanual of the Urban Guerrilla. The compilation was
first banned, then republished. To force the hands of French authorities, a group
of twenty-four prominent French publishing houses put their names to this
publication.5

A more comprehensive version of the French edition, including more works in
addition to the controversial Minimanual of the Urban Guerrilla, was published
in English in 1971.55

For Marighella, the April 1964 military takeover in Brazil was a violent
watershed, further aggravated in December 1968 by a “fascist coup”, giving
dictatorial powers to the military President.>®

At this historical juncture, the parliament was closed, freedoms were suspended,
students were shot on the streets, censorship reigned, and torture at the hands of
the “Department of Social and Political Order” (the political police) became
prevalent.5”

Marighella’s depiction of the dictatorship, and his explanation of why it had to
be resisted and overthrown, closely resembled the experience of many
revolutionaries fighting against oppression in Third World countries. In all these
cases, revolutionaries claimed that they were not the source of violence.
Violence, they believed, had been unleashed once “the dictatorship used violence
to take control.”>8

Marighella argued that “violence against violence” was the only solution



“against those who first attacked the people and the nation”. He claimed to be
organizing a justified and necessary violent response “in the form of guerrilla
warfare”.5®

He reminded his countrymen that the duty of all revolutionaries was to make the
revolution.®

In the tradition of Blanqui, Marighella did not shy away from pronouncing that
terrorism, along with violence, was “the only effective weapon against the
dictators’ violence™.6!

In addition to classic ambushes, surprise attacks, and expropriations, Marighella
called for revolutionary terrorism, sabotage, and the extermination of “the agents
of repression”.62

He announced that it was an honour to be called a terrorist, for it meant that the
individual was fighting “against the monstrosity” of the dictatorship with a gun
in his hand.®

Revolutionary terrorism, as a tactic, was a response to the terrorism conducted
with impunity by the dictatorship. Its purpose was to demoralize the enemy and
“reduce its capacity for repression”.%4

The goal of guerrilla warfare was to forge “a revolutionary army for national
liberation”.65

The most important factor in carrying out a successful guerrilla campaign,
according to Marighella, was the necessity of “daring actions” and “fire-power’
by “small groups of revolutionaries”.%

)

Marighella believed that faced with the superior resources and firepower of the



enemy soldiers and policemen, the “moral superiority” of the urban guerrillas,
who were defending the cause of the people, provided them with an “enormous
advantage”.6”

Even though Marighella did not categorically rule out “mass struggle and
action”, he argued that this form of struggle composed of “occupations,
demonstrations, protests and strikes” was a futile exercise without firepower.%8

Even though Marighella claimed that urban armed struggle was tactical, while
the decisive and strategic struggle was rural, he reiterated that in Brazil armed
guerrilla operations remained “fundamentally urban in nature”.®

Nevertheless, Marighella argued that once the urban armed struggle was
consolidated, “affording the enemy no breathing space”, the arena of struggle
would shift to the rural. In the second stage of the struggle, a “decentralized and
mobile guerrilla war” would be unleashed in the rural areas pushing “the
agrarian revolution through to its conclusion”.”

The survival of the rural guerrilla movement, he argued, was contingent upon the
success of the urban movement, and needed to be an outgrowth of it. According
to Marighella, the rural phase of guerrilla warfare required preparation and the
construction of peasant support organizations, providing the guerrillas with food,
shelter, and information. The success of this final phase of struggle depended on
land seizures as well as fanning “the same left-wing terror and the same anxiety
for the ruling classes, military and imperialist as was generated in the cities”.”

Marighella in Iran via Baghdad



Ahmadzadeh’s ideas were formed before he could have come across anything
written by Marighella. It is most unlikely that Ahmadzadeh could have had
access to Marighella’s works. There was only a six-month interval between the
publication of Marighella’s works in January 1970 and Ahmadzadeh writing his
treatise in July 1970. In his pamphlet, Ahmadzadeh referred to the authors that
he had studied, and on whose ideas he had drawn upon, such as Clea Silva, but
he made no references to Marighella.”

Around January 1968, Mas ‘oud Ahmadzadeh befriended Bijan Hirmanpour, and
the latter became Ahmadzadeh’s chief supplier of Marxist and revolutionary
English language books and publications. The book in which Clea Silva’s article
had appeared, and to which Ahmadzadeh referred in his pamphlet, was obtained
by Hirmanpour. According to Hirmanpour, at that time, he and his circle of
friends were neither familiar with Marighella’s works, nor interested in his
method of struggle.”

In summer of 1970, some five or six members of the “Middle East branch of the
National Front Organization” (Jebheh-ye melli-ye kharej az keshvar, bakhsh-e
khavar-e miyaneh) left Europe to settle in Baghdad. The goal of these Iranian
students studying in Europe was to launch an anti-regime radio station and
publication. It was a member of this group who had translated Marighella’s
important work from English to Farsi.”

In September 1970, a short advertisement appeared on the second page of the
first issue of their publication, Bakhtar-e Emrooz. It announced the publication
of the Manual/Guide for Urban Guerrilla Warfare (Ketab-e rahnama-ye jang-e
cheriki-e shahri). The third issue of Bakhtar-e Emrooz printed a short synopsis of
this work. Readers were informed of the importance of Marighella’s work and
the availability of this translation at local bookstores.”

To bolster the firepower of the guerrillas that were going to attack the Siyahkal
Gendarmerie Station, two members were dispatched to secure more arms and
ammunition. Sometime around October 1970, Mohammad Saffari-Ashtiyani and
Houshang Nayyeri crossed illegally into Iraq to obtain arms.”®



There, they met with Mahmoud Panahiyan, who provided them with three
Browning pistols, two machine guns, ammunition, and explosives. Houshang
Nayyeri remembered that in one of their meetings, Panahiyan had given them a
pamphlet to study. The title of the pamphlet in Farsi, as he remembered it, was
Manual or Guide for Urban Guerrilla Warfare (Jozveh-e rahnama-ye jang
cheriki-e shahri). This pamphlet, a Farsi translation of Marighella’s Minimanual
of the Urban Guerrilla published in Baghdad, made its way to Iran when Nayyeri
and Saffari-Ashtiyani returned from Iraq.”

An incident, some two months after the return of Saffari-Ashtiyani and
Houshang Nayyeri, demonstrated that Marighella’s pamphlet had found its way
to the leadership of the Fada’is in Iran. On 14 December 1970, at the request of
SAVAK, Ghafour Hasanpour, a key figure in the history of the Fada’i movement,
was arrested. He was accused of communist activities while doing his military
service in the Royal Iranian Airforce. When his house was thoroughly searched,
among his belongings, SAVAK found a two-page document in Farsi called
“Jozveh’i baray-e cherik-e shahri”, or “A Pamphlet for the Urban Guerrilla”.”8

By December 1970, the Iranian revolutionaries had access to parts or all of
Marighella’s Minimanual of the Urban Guerrilla.

The first meeting of the urban leadership team of the newly constituted People’s
Fada'i Guerrillas took place in Tehran on 17 May 1971. The four attendants,
Amir-Parviz Pouyan, Mas ‘oud Ahmadzadeh, Hamid Ashraf, and Eskandar
Sadeqinejad, discussed both organizing members into specific teams, and a few
urban military operations. At this meeting, the organizational blueprint adopted
by the Fada’i guerrillas was that of Marighella. According to Ashraf, they
closely followed Marighella’s recommendation that the urban guerrilla
organization should be composed of firing groups. Such groups needed to be
isolated and separated from one another, operating on their own initiative and
coordinated strategically by a central command.”

This leaves no doubt that by May 1971, the Iranian revolutionaries had not only
read, but were organizing themselves around Marighella’s ideas.

After a series of successful urban operations, somewhere between late May and



mid-August 1971, the Fada'i guerrillas came under continuous attack by the
regime. A good number of their members had been arrested, and a few of their
safe houses were exposed. While recoiling from the shock of having lost
Pouyan, Sadeqinejad, and Rahmatollah Pirounaziri, and trying to draw lessons
from the substantial losses suffered, Ashraf recalled that the remnants of the
teams sat down to study Marighella’s text. Having “completely reread and
reconsidered Marighella’s book”, the Group realized that they had committed
“all seven deadly sins mentioned in his book”. The Group was tangibly learning
from its mistakes.80

Around June 1971, Marighella’s manual on urban guerrilla warfare had become
the beacon and guide of the urban guerrillas.

On 16 July 1972, having already transported handmade grenades from a
compromised safe house to a secure location, Hamid Ashraf returned to evacuate
the remaining unstable explosives. While he was riding his turquoise Honda 90,
carrying explosives in its packsaddle, the motorbike blew up. Ashraf was
seriously injured but managed to get away from the scene of the explosion.
When the security services arrived on the scene, they found a copy of
Marighella’s Minimanual of the Urban Guerrilla, published by the bi-monthly
Tricontinental .8
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10

Formative Years of the Jazani Group

The ten-year sociopolitical history of Iran, from the coup against Mosaddeq to
quelling the pro-Khomeyni uprising in June 1963, provides the proper context
for understanding political developments in the late 1960s and the 1970s. The
domestic influential factors radicalizing Iranian intellectuals could be readily
explained by what happened and did not happen during the 1953-1963 decade.

Jazani the entrepreneur

Before dealing with Bijan Jazani’s political career, a unique aspect of his life
needs to be visited. Jazani’s entrepreneurial skills and financial success set him
distinctly apart from the other theoreticians of armed struggle in Iran. For at least
ten years, Jazani was both a radical political activist and a successful
businessperson. In 1956, a few years before entering Tehran University, the
nineteen-year-old Bijan Jazani had founded a commercial company called
“Persepolis”. Harun (Parviz) Yashaya’i, an old high school friend of Jazani, was
his partner in this endeavour. In high school, the two young men had attended
student circles associated with the Tudeh Party. Relying on Jazani’s talent for



drawing and graphics, the two entrepreneurs ventured into producing
commercial posters for movies that were about to be released. They
subsequently expanded their business to making commercial teasers and
advertisements, which were projected in movie theatres.

Their advertisements, such as those for chewing gums (khorous-neshan), heaters
(arj), tea (golestan), cooking-oil (shahpasand), and banking services (bank-e
melli), became very popular at a time when moviegoers were on the rise in Iran.
Manouchehr Kalantari, Jazani’s uncle and one of the pillars of the original Jazani
Group, was active in the company right from the beginning. By 1961, Jazani and
Yashaya’i were said to be the sole producers of commercial teasers in Iran. Their
pioneering start-up became financially successful and, in 1963, the company
changed its name to Tabli Film. The one-room initiative located at Koucheh
Berlin eventually moved into a ten-floor black-stone building on Hedayat Street.
According to Yashaya’i, after a few years of hard work, the two had become well
off (dasteman be dahaneman beresad).!

From 1960 until his arrest in January 1968, Jazani was the co-Chief Executive
Officer of a flourishing commercial enterprise. According to his business
partner, Jazani was perfectly capable of compartmentalizing and dividing the
two aspects of his life, his business affairs, and his political pursuits. Jazani’s
political associates, such as Sa‘id (Mash ouf) Kalantari, another one of his
uncles, Mohammad Choupanzadeh, and Majid Ahsan, would frequent his
business offices.2

The headquarters of “Persepolis”, and later “Tabli Film”, served as a meeting
hub for Jazani’s political friends. Based on Jazani’s varied activities, one can
only marvel at how well he could multi-function.

Whence it came



The formation of the Jazani Group, as a semi-clandestine and later clandestine
body mulling over the preparation of armed struggle against the regime, can be
divided into two major phases. Before the outset of the first phase, Jazani had
been associated with a loose network of high school students, as well as a well-
structured university organization. Jazani’s activities and connections with
student networks, in this forerunning period, helped him recruit members during
the second phase of his activities. This early period of Jazani’s political pursuits
cannot be properly considered as an integral part of the history of the Jazani
Group. Jazani’s student activities were ad hoc, legal, and public, while the Jazani
Group was committed to the preparation of violent methods of struggle.

In a work entitled “Draft of the Sociology and Strategical Foundations of the
Iranian Revolutionary Movement” (Tarh-e jame'h shenasi va mabani-e estrateji-
e jonbesh-e engelabi-e Iran), Jazani dedicated a few pages to his group. He
called it the “Group of 14”, referring to the number of defendants facing trial
after the Group’s dismantlement on 30 December 1968. Jazani maintained that
the initial network (shabakeh avaliyeh) of the “Group of 14” was founded as “a
clandestine political group” during the years prior to 1960.3

Even though there is clear evidence of Jazani’s involvement with student
activities and networks in 1960, the existence of a clandestine political group,
which would have been led by him, cannot be verified. Ignoring the differences
in objectives and activities, Jazani chose to fuse his student and non-student
activities, thereby stretching the history of the “Jazani Group”. Jazani’s
backdating of the Group’s official date of birth to the pre-1960 period is
contradicted by the official historiography of the Fada’i guerrillas and Jazani’s
own interrogation reports.

In one of his interrogation reports, Jazani referred to the spring of 1963 (avayel-e
sal-e 1342) as the birthdate of his Group.>

Later, in one of his prison writings, he mentioned that this “clandestine political
group” was born before 1960. However, it was “re-organized” around January to
20 March 1963 (payan-e sal-e 1341). This reorganization, according to Jazani,



aimed at “preparing practically for violent methods of struggle”.

It will, however, be argued that the “Jazani Group” was most probably
constituted after the 5 June uprising, sometime between September 1963 and
January 1964. The initial purpose of the Group at that point was to discuss
violent methods of struggle, among other topics.”

Serious preparation for armed struggle occurred around March 1966 and only in
the second phase of the Jazani Group’s activities.

Student political activities

To trace the student activities of Jazani, and his multilayered acquaintances and
connections, one could go back to January 1960. On 10 January 1960, high
school students with National Front sympathies launched a three-day
demonstration which rocked the capital. The scale of the demonstrations, the
slogans chanted, and the graffiti on the walls were such that Prime Minister
Eqgbal ordered General Derakhshani, the deputy Chief of Police, to intervene and
disperse the students. Three days later, in an unusual occurrence, Egbal was
forced to explain the events to concerned Iranian parliamentarians.®

One of the engines behind the strikes of 10 January 1960 was a loose gathering
of politicized high school students with National Front sympathies. Their centre
of activity was at Darolfonoun, with sympathizers at Adib and Marvi high
schools. Some of these student activists later became directly involved in the
Iranian guerrilla movement. The student leaders at Darolfonoun, including
Ahmad Jalil-Afshar, ‘Aziz Sarmadi, Qasem Rashidi, and Reza Ansari, were in
contact with Bijan Jazani, who had entered the Faculty of Literature at Tehran



University during the academic year 1959-1960.°

Sa‘id (Mash ouf) Kalantari and “Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani are said to have also
participated in these three-day demonstrations.°

Gradually, these high school militants joined Jazani in an intra-university
organization, the Progressive University Students of the National Front. Other
members of this group included Majid Ahsan, Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr, Iraj
Vahedipour, Manouchehr Kalantari, and ‘Ali-Akbar Akbari.!!

Jazani’s active involvement with high school students in 1960 does not establish
proof that those same gatherings morphed into the “Jazani Group”. Jazani was in
contact with different clusters and circles in the early 1960s. In time, these
clusters broke up given their ad hoc nature. Some members parted ways
completely and some regrouped around Jazani in different clusters and with new
members. Arguing that the initial “Jazani Group” was composed of members
who were involved in university student politics of the 1960s would be correct.
However, to claim a systematic and organizational connection between the
Jazani Group and Jazani’s pre-1960s political acquaintances, referred to as a
“clandestine political group”, would be a half-truth.

The ebb and flow of student activities reflected the cycles of relative political
liberalization and repression in Iran. Since 1959, the Shah had toyed with the
idea of allowing greater political liberties and tolerating some degree of
opposition. Sensing the change in the political environment, on 27 June 1960,
Allahyar Saleh wrote an open letter. The National Front’s highly respected
politician encouraged the people to participate in the twentieth parliamentary
elections. On the heels of Saleh’s letter, the Second National Front announced
the resumption of its activities on 21 July 1960.12

During the academic years 1959-1960 and 1960-1961, the students at Tehran
University became organized and formed different factions under the umbrella of
the National Front. The honeymoon between the left faction of the Student
Organization of the National Front and the cautious, old guard leadership of the
Second National Front proved to be short-lived. Cleavages between the two



became accentuated during the events surrounding the 1st Congress of the
National Front (25 December 1962 — 1 January 1963).

Right before the Congress, Shapour Bakhtiyar unilaterally suspended seven left
students from the National Front.3

Hasan Zia-Zarifi, Bijan Jazani, ‘Ali-Akbar Akbari, Esma ‘il Ahmadpour, and
Manouchehr Kalantari were five of the seven students barred from participating
in the National Front Congress on the charge of having communist tendencies.!4

Bakhtiyar’s purge generated widespread discontent among the university
students, who saw his decision as unfair and undemocratic.®

The arrest of the National Front’s leadership starting on 22 January 1963, and
their gradual release some seven months later, made most of them rather timid in
their anti-despotic pursuits. The 5 June uprising occurred while the leadership of
the National Front was still in prison. From September 1963, in the face of the
regime’s repression, the unnerved National Front leadership had become
paralysed. The Student Organization, and especially its left faction, were
disheartened and outraged with the leadership’s growing political conservatism.

On 7 September 1963, intimidated by the regime, the newly released leadership
of the National Front cancelled an important political demonstration, although
the Student Organization of the National Front had invested much time and
effort preparing and publicizing this event. They had even obtained the approval
of the leadership while they were in prison. The sudden cancellation of this
demonstration came as a great disappointment. According to Hedayatollah
Matin-Daftari, it was from this date that the radical faction of the Student
Organization of the National Front decided not to follow the directives of the
leadership and claimed its autonomy (khod mokhtari). The leading student
figures who came to this decision were Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari, Houshang
Keshavarz-Sadr, ‘Ali-Akbar Akbari, Bijan Jazani, Hasan Zia-Zarifi, Abolhasan
Bani-Sadr, Hasan Habibi, and ‘Abbas Naraqi.®

September 1963 marked the effective split between the radical students and the



National Front’s leadership.

Four months later, on 28 January 1964, Allahyar Saleh, the President of the
Executive Council of the National Front, announced a “policy of patience and
waiting”. His justification for the cessation of political activities was that “the
ruling clique had become very powerful and the National Front had become very
weak.”17

The radicalized students considered this as the death of the Second National
Front, and campaigned to secure the help of Mosaddeq, and form an invigorated
Third National Front.

From the end of March to the beginning of May 1964, there was a three-way
flurry of letters between the Iranian students at home and abroad, Mosaddeq in
Ahmadabad, and the leadership of the Second National Front. The intense
correspondence resulted in the resignation of the Executive Council of the
National Front. The Third National Front, formed on 29 July 1965, was very
short-lived as members of its various parties and organizations quickly found
themselves behind bars. Jazani observed that the disintegration of the Third
National Front, and the imprisonment of its members, forcefully imposed a
policy of patience and waiting on the legal opposition.!8

After the 5 June 1963 repression, Jazani continued to believe that a radical front
of the left could publicly and openly engage in an anti-Shah movement.!®

Until September 1963, and perhaps January 1964, Jazani was deeply involved in
the student politics of the rebellious students of the National Front. He was
invested in salvaging a legal, but radical, anti-regime organization.

In the aftermath of the great disappointment in September 1963, when the
leadership of the National front prevented students from holding their rally,
Jazani suggested writing a critical commentary on the state of the National
Front. Jazani’s proposal was adopted by a group of five, including Iraj
Vahedipour, Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr, Bijan Jazani, Hasan Zia-Zarifi, and
Manouchehr Kalantari. A fifteen-page manifesto called “Past Experiences as the
Guide to the Future”, primarily written by Jazani, was the outcome of this



effort.20

Even in the aftermath of September 1963, Jazani did not seem to have
completely given up on open National Front politics.

Even after Saleh announced the disengaging policy of “patience and waiting” in
January 1964, Jazani and his left friends remained intent on continuing their
open and legal methods of opposing the Shah. Their political demands revolved
around preventing the Shah from intervening in the affairs of the state,
promoting the independence of the Iranian parliament, and upholding the rule of
law.2t

Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr remembered that after September 1963, even though
Hasan Zia-Zarifi and Majid Ahsan were still hanging around the old left student
gatherings, Jazani gradually began to disappear. Keshavarz-Sadr believed that
the discussions on the formation of the Jazani Group must have begun between
September 1963 and the announcement of the policy of “patience and waiting”
in January 1964.22

Based on circumstantial evidence, the Jazani Group’s birthday was most
probably between September 1963 and January 1964.

First phase of the Jazani Group

Phase one of the Jazani Group began sometime between September 1963 and
January 1964 and lasted until Jazani’s arrest on 22 May 1965. Jazani received a
nine-month prison sentence for his activities in the clandestine and unofficial
organ of the Third National Front, The Message of University Students (Payam-



e Daneshjou).z

Phase two of this group’s activities began after Jazani’s release from prison, in
late February 1966, and lasted until his next arrest, in January 1968. The
historical evidence explaining the evolution and development of phase one is
rather scant, and relies mainly on interrogation reports, creating a picture that is
hazy, circumstantial, and conjectural. Phase two of the Jazani Group can be
constructed with greater precision, as information on certain aspects of this
period can be based on the memory of a few surviving first-hand actors.

According to Jazani, Manouchehr Kalantari, his uncle, called for a first meeting
at the house of Kalantari’s father, where Heshmatollah Shahrzad was also
present.*

This first meeting marks the opening phase of the Jazani Group’s activities.
Based on the assumption that this meeting took place somewhere between
September 1963 and January 1964, Jazani was around twenty-six, Kalantari was
about twenty-eight, and Shahrzad, a pharmacologist, was around thirty-two. All
three were founders of the Jazani Group. They all had Tudeh Party affiliations,
were involved in university politics, and served prison sentences for their
political activities.

During their first meeting, the three spent a considerable amount of time talking
about tangential matters before entering serious discussions. Their discussions
revolved around the possibility of pursuing clandestine communist activities.
They also discussed the possible methods and objectives of their activities.
Throughout 1963 and 1964, the three founders continued to meet outside Tehran
at intervals of a month or more. They agreed to continue their association and
recruit others independently. At some point, Manouchehr Kalantari introduced
Kiyoumars Izadi to the group. Izadi was about twenty-eight years old and had
met Kalantari in prison. In 1954, Izadi had been arrested for his membership in
the Tudeh Party.?

The Group engaged in various discussions, including the use of force,
assassination, and the Sino-Soviet ideological debates. At some unknown date,
the Group drew up an organizational chart. Jazani was made responsible for



recruitment and propaganda. Shahrzad took charge of organizational and
educational activities. Kalantari and Izadi handled combat preparation, regional
surveys, and reconnaissance missions.26

During the first phase of the Jazani Group, meetings were irregular, and
members aired their raw thoughts freely. According to Jazani, the other three
members of the Group believed that it would take a small and quick operation to
take over political power. Jazani did not share this opinion. There must have
been some talk about the Sino-Soviet dispute at the time, as Jazani accused
Manouchehr Kalantari of being pro-Chinese. Jazani also remembered being
criticized, supposedly for his pro-Soviet position. According to Jazani, all four
members were critical of the Tudeh Party and its Central Committee.?”

Even though there is mention of an organizational chart, there is no reference to
its implementation. During this phase, no concrete actions were taken to indicate
the specific direction of the Group. The Group was still in its incubation,
deliberation, and orientation stage when Jazani was arrested on 22 May 1965.

Jazani and the message of university students

Around December 1963, while Jazani attended the sporadic meetings of his
group of four, his mind and energy were invested in a different project. At this
time, Jazani was fully committed to publishing The Message of University
Students (Payam-e Daneshjou). This clandestine monthly reflected the ideas of
the insubordinate National Front university students who had parted ways with
the leadership. The rebellious National Front students who believed in
continuing the anti-despotic struggle found an ideal platform in this university
publication.



The editorial board of this monthly, Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari (editor from
around December 1963), Houshang Keshavarz-Sadr, Majid Ahsan, and Mansour
Soroush, were all friends of Jazani. They also belonged to the left wing of the
National Front’s Student Organization. Jazani was responsible for the
publication of the monthly, and Behzad Nabavi at Tehran’s Polytechnic
University was responsible for its distribution.?8

Jazani attended the regular editorial board meetings and managed the production
of some four thousand copies of the monthly. The length of each issue varied
between nine and twelve pages. To help with this artisanal clandestine
production, Jazani enlisted the participation of Majid Ahsan, who was on the
editorial board, and Farrokh Negahdar. Jazani made extensive use of the
facilities, machines, and tools of his own private business to help publish the
monthly.?

Consumed with the practical concerns of printing the monthly, Jazani did not
contribute to its content. The main message of this publication was three-fold. It
maintained that “if the ashes of patience and waiting were brushed off the
burning fire, it would burn the existential kernel of the corrupt ruling clique.” It
continued to promote the “establishment of a legal state” (hokumat-e ganouni)
and condemned despotism, colonialism, and liberticide (azadi-koshi). The
publication condemned the “mass killings” during the 5 June 1963 uprising. In
the same breath, it criticized the “weak and unprincipled leadership of the
National Front” for failing to condemn the repression.3

The time and energy required to produce this clandestine publication along with
attending to his business were not negligible. It would be reasonable to assume
that between December 1963 and his arrest in May 1965, Jazani did not have all
that much time left for his group of four.

Having served a nine-month prison sentence for his involvement with The
Message of University Students, Jazani was freed around the end of February
1966. After his release, possibly around the Iranian New Year (21 March 1966),
Jazani approached Hedayatollah Matin-Daftari to discuss the relaunching of the
monthly, which had ceased publication while he was in prison. The two friends
concluded that it was impossible to resume the publication and distribution of



the monthly. The mounting sensitivity of the regime to the opposition and the
severity of its retributions presented insurmountable obstacles.3!

Second phase of the Jazani Group

The second phase of the Jazani Group’s activities began around March 1966. At
this time, Jazani decided that political conditions were not conducive for public
and legal operations. Therefore, he opted for semi-clandestine and clandestine
political activities, the exact nature of which remained to be determined. Around
the end of March 1966, Jazani met with Manouchehr Kalantari and
Heshmatollah Shahrzad, and was informed that Kiyoumars Izadi had left the
Group. After a few meetings, and possibly around April/May 1966 (ava’el-e sal-
e 1345), Manouchehr Kalantari notified his friends that he had been in contact
with Hasan Zia-Zarifi, who would be joining the Group.

Zia-Zarifi was about twenty-seven years old at the time. He too had been
affiliated with the Tudeh Party in his youth. Somewhere between 1960 and 1963,
Zia-Zarifi, while retaining his Marxist penchant, had become a staunch supporter
of the National Front. Zia-Zarifi, like Jazani, was a well-known and respected
figure among student activists of the early 1960s. He too had been imprisoned
for his political activities. Zia-Zarifi already knew Jazani, Manouchehr
Kalantari, Sa‘id Kalantari, Ahmad Jalil-Afshar, and Heshmatollah Shahrzad.32

Around May 1966, Sa‘id Kalantari, Manouchehr’s brother and another uncle of
Jazani’s, also joined the Group, as did ‘Ali-Akbar Safa’i-Farahani, a friend of
Sa‘id Kalantari, and “Aziz Sarmadi, a friend of Jazani.33

Between April/May 1966, when Manouchehr Kalantari announced that Zia-
Zarifi would join the Group, and 4 April 1967, when Manouchehr Kalantari left



Iran for London, the Group underwent serious transformations.3*

During this one-year interval, the Jazani Group was in search of an ideal
organizational system while expanding. The Group hoped to adopt an efficient
structure, clearly attribute tasks to its growing members, and impose some
degree of discipline on them. Even though the Group made ad hoc plans to
engage in an armed operation, it failed to carry them through.

Once Zia-Zarifi joined the Group, around May/June 1966, he informed Jazani
and Manouchehr Kalantari that he was in contact with “Abbas Sourki, whom he
had known from their years of student activity as well as their time in jail.
Jazani, Zia-Zarifi, and Manouchehr Kalantari had concluded that their numbers
were insufficient for launching any meaningful operations, and therefore they
needed to combine forces with Sourki’s group. Sourki seemed to have given the
Jazani Group an exaggerated account of the forces and capabilities he
commanded. According to one account, Sourki had spoken of some 120
members in his group, and of possessing considerable amounts of weapons and
ammunition. Around August/September 1966 (nimeh-e sal-e 1345), members of
the Jazani Group met with members of the Sourki Group, and after some
adjustments, decided to work together.3>

Sourki was a Mosaddeqist as well as a member of the Tudeh Party. In 1958, he
had created a group called the Combatants of the Tudeh Party (Razmavaran-e
hezb-e tudeh). Sourki was subsequently arrested on 15 February 1961, spent
thirteen months in prison, and was released in March 1962. He reactivated his
group around the end of January 1965. This group, composed of some five
members, had begun studying literature on guerrilla warfare in Cuba and had
also discussed guerrilla warfare in Iran.3¢

Zia-Zarifi had been in regular contact with Sourki since early 1966, and the two
had already discussed the possibility of armed struggle. Around
August/September 1966, Zerar Zahediyan and Naser Agayan, members of
Sourki’s circle, joined Jazani’s Group. The problem, however, was that
unbeknownst to them, Naser Agayan had become a SAVAK informant, reporting
on the activities of Sourki’s group. Once the two groups merged, SAVAK had a
mole inside the Jazani Group. At some point in meetings between Zahediyan,



Sourki, Zia-Zarifi, Shahrzad, Manouchehr Kalantari, and Jazani, they all agreed
that armed struggle was required to change the political status quo. This became
the Group’s ultimate, yet not immediate objective.

Even after combining forces, the Group realized that it was not yet in any
position to launch a revolution. They set their target on “preparing the conditions
(zamineh) for the revolution”. The members of the Group believed that creating
an organization capable of spearheading the preparatory phase of the revolution
would achieve their objective.3”

Initially, the Group created two distinct branches. The political and propaganda
branch was supposed to be isolated from the operational and military branch.
Members were expected to go about their ordinary lives and jobs, while
seriously committing themselves to their organizational responsibilities.

The political and propaganda branch was composed of Jazani, Zia-Zarifi, and
Sourki, while the operational and military branch enlisted Shahrzad and
Zahediyan. Manouchehr Kalantari, the intermediary between the two branches,
was a member of both. The political and propaganda branch was mainly
responsible for recruitment and public relations. The remit of the operational and
military branch was more complicated. It was responsible for financing the
purchase of arms, probably planning bank robberies, and identifying territorially
and socially suitable regions for guerrilla warfare.38

Both branches evolved and underwent changes in time. Neither Shahrzad nor
Zahediyan had any known prior experience in military matters. This initial
division of labour evolved and underwent changes from around
August/September 1966 to around January—March 1967.

The political and propaganda branch



Little is known about the activities of the operational and military branch during
this time. However, under Jazani’s auspices, the political branch made important
strides. Around August 1966, a period which coincides with the merger of the
Sourki and Jazani groups and their initial division of labour, Jazani constituted a
political and intellectual circle. This circle of three was composed of Qasem
Rashidi, Majid Ahsan, and Farrokh Negahdar. However, oddly enough it was
under the command of Shahrzad, a member of the military branch.

According to Jazani, each of the three members of this circle was chosen for his
particular attributes. Negahdar was an energetic student activist with a wide
network of connections. Ahsan was a well-known and respected figure in the
student movement and familiar with National Front figures and politics. Finally,
Rashidi, an activist in student politics since 1959, was well read and had a firm
grasp of Marxist theoretical tenets. Whereas Ahsan and Negahdar were affiliated
with Tehran University, Rashidi was a graduate of Tehran’s Polytechnic
University.

Jazani met separately with his friends Majid Ahsan and Qasem Rashidi, whom
he’d known since his days as a student activist. The purpose of these meetings
was to invite them to join a political circle. Rashidi had known Jazani since 1959
and accepted his invitation, joining the circle under the alias of Qasemi. The
mandate of this secret circle was to work among radical university students, and
the left activists of the National Front, to mobilize and organize them. Those
contacted and recruited were to be given theoretical instructions and oriented
towards Marxism.3®

During his meeting with Ahsan, Jazani spoke to him about the absence of legal
venues, and the need to pursue the struggle through clandestine means. Jazani
discussed the creation of a clandestine organization, where the rules of
anonymity would prevail. Jazani defined the purpose of the organization as
political, and the topic of military or guerrilla operations did not come up. Ahsan
joined the circle under the alias Nikoukar.#

The third member, Negahdar (alias Hafez), had been in contact with Jazani
through “Aziz Sarmadi since 1963. Under instructions from Jazani, Negahdar



met with Shahrzad in the summer of 1966, and became a member.#

According to the participants in this circle, their gatherings, deliberations, and
discussions were secret. In their regular meetings every other week at Ahsan’s
house, the members discussed world current events, such as US foreign policy in
Vietnam, the six-day Arab—Israeli war, and the Sino-Soviet conflict. Members
also exchanged information on the debates and discussions within the National
Front. Two members of this circle distinctly remembered that issues such as
armed struggle and guerrilla warfare were never broached. Farrokh Negahdar,
however, remembered that the topic of armed struggle in Iran was discussed in
their meetings.*?

The participants considered themselves as communists. They understood
communism as an ideology which “believed deeply in the interests of the toilers”
and was based on “equality, fraternity and liberty”.43

The Marxist and communist theoretical knowledge of the group was “very
weak” and was mainly “centred around the thoughts of Lenin, Stalin and Mao™.
According to Qasem Rashidi, the group’s view of Iranian society lacked “class
consciousness”, and it was wanting of an economic, political, and class analysis
of the country.*

After about a year, Shahrzad’s political circle of four underwent transformations.
It is unclear why Jazani had put Shahrzad in charge of the political branch when
he had been in the military branch of the Group. Around August 1967, Shahrzad
was relieved of his position, and Zia-Zarifi took over his responsibilities.*>

According to Negahdar, Shahrzad was not suited to leading the circle as he
seemed more concerned with running his pharmacy than fulfilling his political
responsibilities. With the arrival of Zia-Zarifi, the circle was revitalized, able to
play a much more active role in the universities and channelling their
discontent.*



Around the end of October 1967, Qasem Rashidi took a job at the Esfahan Steel
Mill and left the Group. The shrunken political circle, under the leadership of
Zia-Zarifi, carried out its tasks for about eight months and ceased operation after
the arrest of Jazani in January 1968.4

The operational and military branch

Somewhere between December 1966 and March 1967 (payan-e sal-e 1345),
before Manouchehr Kalantari’s departure from Iran, Jazani noticed that progress
in the operational and military branch was slow and erratic. Around September
1966, the military branch had been divided into an urban and a mountain/jungle
team. Shahrzad, who oversaw the political circle composed of Ahsan, Qasemi,
and Negahdar, was also put in command of the mountain/jungle team.
Manouchehr Kalantari, who was the intermediary between the political and
military branch, took charge of the urban team.

Somewhere around December 1966, Kalantari reported a sense of “despair” and
“confusion” in his branch. The urban team was supposed to rob a bank by 20
March 1967. However, both Shahrzad and Manouchehr Kalantari, the leaders of
the military branch, were having doubts about the usefulness and practicality of
armed struggle. Disagreements within the two teams of the military branch
added to problems and delayed the implementation of objectives. Time was
passing by and plans remained unfulfilled. The leadership committee, composed
of Jazani, Manouchehr Kalantari, Shahrzad, Zia-Zarifi, Sourki, and Zahediyan,
therefore, decided on a major reshuffling of the Group.*8

The mountain/jungle group was under construction from around September
1966.%



Its remit was to prepare for armed struggle. Sa‘id Kalantari and ‘Ali-Akbar
Safa’i-Farahani, who were placed under the supervision of Shahrzad, were
probably its first two members.>

Kalantari and Safa’i-Farahani were old high school friends and fellow mountain
climbers. The primary objective of the new overhaul was to revive and
reinvigorate both teams of the military branch. It must have been in around
January/February of 1967 that Jazani took over Shahrzad’s position as leader of
the mountain team, while Sourki was put in charge of the urban team, replacing
Manouchehr Kalantari.>

Even though Jazani took responsibility for the mountain team, the actual
operational leader of the team was his uncle Sa‘id Kalantari.

To prepare for armed struggle, Sourki was charged with four main tasks: training
four members of the group for armed operations, taking the trainees on mountain
and forest expeditions to assure their physical fitness, engaging in lightning
attacks, presumably against banks to procure necessary funds, and finally
obtaining weapons. The four members of the urban team under Sourki’s
leadership were ‘Aziz Sarmadi, Ahmad Jalil-Afshar, Mohammad Saffari-
Ashtiyani, and Mohammad Choupanzadeh.

By the time Sourki took over from Manouchehr Kalantari, the urban team had
spent some time planning a bank robbery. Their efforts, probably around October
and December 1966, did not yield any results.>2

At the time, Sarmadi and Jalil-Afshar were about twenty-three years-old,
Choupanzadeh was around thirty, and Saffari-Ashtiyani was about thirty-two
years-old. All four, except for Saffari-Ashtiyani, were directly affiliated with
Jazani.

Choupanzadeh’s friendship with Jazani and his family dated back to 1952.
Choupanzadeh was a mason and a member of the Tudeh Party’s Youth
Organization. Even though he had only a primary school education, he was well
versed in Iranian poetry.>3



Jalil-Afshar’s friendship with Jazani went back to around 1951, when they
became neighbours in Jaleh Street, in the Chaharsad Dastgah district.5*

Sarmadi was a close friend and classmate of Bahman Qoreyshi, Jazani’s future
brother-in-law. The friendship and political collaboration between Jazani and
Sarmadi began around 1959.55

Sarmadi and Jalil-Afshar had also been in contact with Jazani since their high
school political activism in 1960. Sarmadi and Saffari-Ashtiyani had been in
prison together in 1962. Relations between Sarmadi and Saffari-Ashtiyani
continued after their release from prison, and later the two formed a small circle
with Jalil-Afshar. This circle was also attended by Manouchehr Kalantari.5¢

Saffari-Ashtiyani was introduced to Jazani and his group by Sa‘id Kalantari.
Soudabeh Jazani, Bijan’s younger sister, recalled that Saffari-Ashtiyani and
Safa’i-Farahani were both in Sa‘id Kalantari’s circle of friends (mahfel).5

Choupanzadeh’s membership in the urban team did not last long. Around
January 1967, Sourki, the new head of the urban team, requested
Choupanzadeh’s transfer to Jazani’s mountain team. The mountain team grew to
six members: Jazani, Choupanzadeh, Sa‘id Kalantari, ‘Ali-Akbar Safa’i-
Farahani, Mohammad-Majid Kianzad, and Hamid Ashraf.58

Mohammad-Majid Kianzad knew Jazani from the academic year 1962—1963, but
had no direct political affiliation with him at the time. Around April/May
(ordibehesht) 1965, Kianzad was arrested in relation to Parviz Nikkhah’s group.
Three weeks later Bijan Jazani was arrested in relation to his activities with the
publications of The Message of University Students (Payam-e Daneshjou).
Around June/July 1965, Kianzad and Jazani spent about two months together at
Qezelqgal‘eh prison where they became close. Jazani was released from prison in
February 1966 and approached Kianzad around April/May 1966 (ordibehesht
1355).

The two would meet in Jazani’s car, a yellowish and orange DKW (later Audi).



After their second meeting, Jazani assigned Kianzad to the mountain/jungle
group. It was around July/August 1966 that Kianzad met Shahrzad, the leader of
the group. Kianzad found Shahrzad discomposed and anxious. After he spoke to
Jazani about his concerns, Kianzad was put in contact with Sa‘id Kalantari
around September 1966. Hamid Ashraf joined the mountain team around
April/May 1967.5°

Four of the six members of the mountain/jungle group were long-standing,
almost professional mountain climbers. Sa‘id Kalantari and Safa’i-Farahani were
two of the six original founders of the Kaveh Mountain-Climbing and Skiing
Group established in 1958. Between 1963 and 1964, Safa’i-Farahani, and in
particular Kalantari, were participating regularly in daring mountain, rock, and
ice climbing expeditions.%°

Choupanzadeh is also said to have been a member of the Kaveh mountain
climbing group. In the academic year 1960-1961, Kianzad had befriended
Eskandar Sadeqginejad during mountain climbing programmes organized by the
Tehran Mountaineering Association. In 1961-1962, Kianzad met Safa’i-Farahani
during a mountaineering expedition.®!

Ashraf, who had begun mountain climbing around 1962, accompanied the
Kaveh mountain climbing group on 30 December 1963 as an independent
mountain climber. At the time, Ashraf had just turned seventeen. Sa‘id Kalantari,
Fereydoun Kalantari (Sa‘id’s brother and yet another uncle of Jazani), and
Ashraf’s high school friend Farrokh Negahdar were among the members of the
Kaveh group on this expedition.5?

It is said that Ashraf also went mountain climbing with Sa‘id Kalantari and
Safa’i-Farahani.

From around September/October 1966, as members of the Jazani Group
mountain/jungle team, Sa‘id Kalantari and Kianzad began a series of
reconnaissance missions around the mountain regions of the North, suitable for
guerrilla activities. Around March 1967, Choupanzadeh accompanied them on
these mountain climbing expeditions. Ashraf began participating in the



reconnaissance and mountain climbing expeditions of the mountain/jungle team
as soon as he joined the team.63

The military operation that should have happened but did not

In 1967, a joint committee of the urban and mountain teams composed of Jazani,
Sourki, and Sarmadi was established to coordinate efforts and activities for the
smooth and rapid implementation of plans.*

Once again, intentions and projects turned out to be much more complicated in
practice than they seemed in theory. Even after reorganization, the urban team
seemed to be procrastinating while miscellaneous events hampered its efforts.
Around August 1967, Sarmadi was imprisoned for a month for non-political
reasons.

The Group planned an attack to rob the Cooperative and Distribution Bank
(Bank-e ta‘avoni va towzi") after Sarmadi’s release from prison, probably around
November 1967. A specific date had not been set for carrying out this first
military operation.>

By November 1967, Shahrzad had already left the Group, and the leadership
committee was now down to four members: Jazani, Sourki, Zia-Zarifi, and
Zahediyan.%

Before Manouchehr Kalantari’s departure for England, he and his urban team
had spent some time planning to rob the cash transport truck of the Saderat
Bank. With Kalantari’s departure, the plan to rob a bank and finance future
projects of the Group was passed on to Sourki and his urban team. Sourki’s team



concluded that Kalantari’s plan was not practical, and instead identified the
Cooperative and Distribution Bank as the perfect site for the operation. It is not
clear whether Sourki knew that the bank they planned to expropriate (rob)
belonged to Asadollah Rashidiyan, one of the principal architects and
perpetrators of the CIA coup against Mosaddeq.

The Group’s new target was a branch of the Cooperative and Distribution Bank
located near Tehran’s slaughterhouse in the southern neighbourhood of
Naziabad. This was where all proceeds from the sale of Tehran’s daily meat
supply were deposited. The bank was open at nights until 22:00, and was in a
rather remote area, hardly frequented by ordinary customers. The combination of
these factors made it an ideal target. At a meeting of the joint committee, Jazani,
Sourki, and Sarmadi studied the project and agreed on the broad contours of the
operation.

The operation was to be carried out by members of both the urban and
mountain/jungle team. Sourki’s urban team, composed of Sarmadi, Saffari-
Ashtiyani, and Jalil-Afshar, was to execute the operation. Jazani’s mountain
team, composed of Sa‘id Kalantari, Safa’i-Farahani, and Choupanzadeh, was to
act as backup team. They were to be present at the location, but go into action
only if their intervention was required. The plan was to cut off the bank’s
telephone lines, neutralize its six employees, tie their hands behind their backs,
gag them, and rob the bank with no bloodshed. Arms were to be used only to
intimidate the employees. Before the operation, Jazani’s team had been
responsible for monitoring the bank at nights, while Sourki’s team was charged
with surveying it during the day. Members of both teams were led to believe they
were alone in the attack. Only Jazani and Sourki knew the full scope.?”

In preparation for bank robberies, Manouchehr Kalantari had obtained two
pistols. With the help of Kiyoumars Izadi he had hidden them in the mountains
of Pasqal‘eh and Shahabad. Once Manouchehr Kalantari had left for England,
Izadi was the only person who knew the whereabouts of the weapons. When the
Group decided to recover the weapons, sometime in December 1967, Izadi
assisted Sa‘id Kalantari to recover the corroded and defective pistols.%8

At this time Izadi was no longer a member of the Group. Zia-Zarifi had also
acquired two weapons, a pistol and a rifle, which he had handed over to the



mountain team. Furthermore, Sourki had bought two pistols, which he kept at a
safe house. After Sarmadi’s arrest in August 1967, and anxious that their safe
house could be compromised, Sourki had handed the weapons to Aqayan, who
faithfully reported all activities to SAVAK.

In addition to arms, expropriating the bank needed appropriate means of
transportation for the attack and the getaway. Around the end of December 1967,
Jazani paid for the purchase of two cars to be used by the two teams. Sarmadi
bought a car for the urban team, and Choupanzadeh bought another car for the
mountain/jungle team. The two cars were supposed to be thrown into the Karaj
Lake behind the Karaj dam immediately after the bank robbery.

Once the expropriation plans became more serious, for security reasons, the
Group decided not to meet at the house of individual members but to rent safe
houses. Sa‘id Kalantari rented a house on Abbas-Abad Street, frequented by the
mountain/jungle team and the leadership committee. Another house on Pahlavi
Street was rented by Sourki and frequented by his urban team. This house was
also used for meetings by Jazani, Sourki, and Sarmadi.”®

Ghafour Hasanpour’s networks: Recruiting behind the scenes

During the academic year 1965-1966, Kianzad created an auxiliary circle of
armed struggle sympathizers at Tehran’s Polytechnic University. Ghafour
Hasanpour was the main figure in this network. He was the untiring recruiter,
coordinator, and intermediary who effectively constructed a viable network of
sympathizers.”!

From September 1965, the friendship between Kianzad and Hasanpour, who had
entered Tehran’s Polytechnic University during the academic year of 1962—1963,



developed into a political alliance. Around June 1966, after having met with
Jazani, and before his first meeting with Shahrzad, Kianzad put three of his
trusted politicized university comrades in touch with Jazani. After his
involvement with the mountain team, Kianzad wished to keep a low public
profile. He arranged for Jazani to meet Hasanpour, Naser Tolou'i, and M.Z. at
Tolou'i’s house.”?

Jazani in turn sent Zia-Zarifi to meet the three young men.”?

As Hasanpour and Zia-Zarifi were both from Lahijan, it is suggested that the two
already knew one another.”*

It is highly possible that the attendants at this meeting discussed armed struggle.
After this initial contact, the relations between members of Hasanpour’s circle at
Tehran’s Polytechnic University became more and more secretive and
clandestine.”

Starting in June/July 1966, Hasanpour knew that he had entered an
organizational relationship with the Jazani Group. At this time, Hasanpour was
already at the centre of three networks which he had personally forged. All three
networks were inclined towards armed struggle. Two of these networks were at
Tehran’s Polytechnic University. The third network was in Lahijan and came
about through Hasanpour’s influence and connections in his hometown.

Hasanpour was born in 1942. By the time he entered Tehran’s Polytechnic
University, he was slim and rather tall. He had a charismatic personality and was
a charmer capable of influencing and attracting the people who met him.
Hasanpour had National Front sympathies, loved to get into discussions and
debates, and in his arguments rarely relied on Marxist sources. He was a young
man pressed to launch the anti-Shah struggle.”®

Hasanpour was said to have been a brilliant student, if not a genius, and usually
the top of most of his classes at university.””



Because of his poor grade in English during his first year at university, he failed
one year and finished his studies in five years instead of four. Later, the necessity
of reading English language texts compelled him to obtain a firm grasp of the
language. It is reported that Hasanpour was involved with translating Che
Guevara’s Guerrilla Warfare into Farsi.”®

It can only be surmised that Hasanpour began his political recruitment in the
academic year 1963—1964, during his second year at university.

Hasanpour’s first network was composed of students entering Tehran’s
Polytechnic University, either during the same academic year as him, namely
September 1962, or those who came a year earlier or a year later. This network
of five members was composed of Sho‘a‘ollah Moshayyedi (entrant of 1961),
Hadi Bandehkhoda-Langaroudi (entrant of 1963), Mohammad-Hadi Fazeli,
Esma ‘il Mo ‘ini-'Aragqi, and Seyf Dalil-Safa’i (all three entrants of 1962). By the
time Hasanpour met with Zia-Zarifi, in the summer of 1966, all five members of
this first network had left the University. Four of them had graduated, and Hadi
Bandehkhoda-Langaroudi had been expelled. It is mentioned that Bandehkhoda-
Langaroudi reasoned that since he was going to be killed in the course of armed
struggle, there was no need for him to study.”

Hasanpour, however, was in contact with them all after they left the university
and drew them back into an active militant network in 1967 and 1968.

Hasanpour’s second network was composed of six students recruited between
1964 and 1966: Mahmoud Navabakhsh and Ahmad Khorramabadi (entrants of
1964), Mehdi Same’, Mohammad-Hasan Salehpour, and Ebrahim
Noshirvanpour-Chaboksara’i (entrants of 1965), and finally Mohammad-Rahim
Sama'i (entrant of 1966). Mohammad-Rahim Sama‘i was the only member of
Hasanpour’s two networks who entered Tehran’s Polytechnic University after
Hasanpour had met with Zia-Zarifi. The foundation of Hasanpour’s network of
sympathizers at Tehran’s Polytechnic University was primarily established
before he met Zia-Zarifi and became connected with the Jazani Group.

On 7 December 1965, Hasanpour had posted a provocative announcement on the
windows at Tehran’s Polytechnic University. The declaration commemorated the
historic day of “16 Azar” (7 December 1953), known in Iran as University



Students’ Day, and was entitled, “On the Struggle with the Shah’s Dictatorship™.
Exactly one year later, on 7 December 1966, Hasanpour approached Mehdi
Same’, a student activist with Mosaddeqist and Marxist tendencies, and had
lunch with him. Hasanpour was impressed by Same ’s efforts to shut down
classes on the University Students’ Day of 1966. Later, the two walked in the
rain and Hasanpour interviewed Same’. Hasanpour asked him about the books
he was reading, the people he was in contact with, and what he thought of the
anti-Shah struggle. That day marked the beginning of a semi-clandestine
political relationship between Same" and Hasanpour.8°

Around January 1967 (Dey va Bahman 1345), Hasanpour handed Same" a thirty-
five-page typed manuscript and asked him to read it. This was a Farsi translation
of Che Guevara’s pamphlet on guerrilla warfare. At this meeting, Hasanpour
pointed out the necessity of combatting the regime, and added that “if something
were to happen, we should be able to help out.” Hasanpour also suggested that
Same " should keep an eye out for suitable recruits but should be careful not to
divulge his relationship with him to anyone.

At the behest of Hasanpour, a cell composed of Same*, Navabakhsh, and
Noshirvanpour (Chaboksara’i) was established at Tehran’s Polytechnic
University around February 1967. Same® and Navabakhsh had been friends since
their days at Adab high school in Esfahan, while Same* and Noshirvanpour had
started university together and had become friends in their chemistry class.
Throughout 1967, and until the death of Gholam-Reza Takhti on 7 January 1968
(two days before Jazani’s arrest), Same* was primarily involved with open
student politics and organizing strikes.8!

Hasanpour’s third network was based in Lahijan. It had existed, albeit, in a loose
fashion, before Hasanpour met with Zia-Zarifi. It was reactivated after June/July
1966. The Lahijan network was composed of two layers. The core layer included
Abolgasem Taherparvar, Rahmatollah Pirounaziri, Geda-‘Ali Boustani, Reza
‘Abedinpour, and Eskandar (Morteza) Rahimi-Meschi. The peripheral layer was
composed of Houshang Nayyeri, Manouchehr Baha ipour, and perhaps Jamshid
Taheripour.82

It has been suggested that Hasanpour, with the help of Rahimi-Meschi, founded



a communist network in Lahijan in 1967.83

It is most likely that the key personality in the Lahijan network was Abolgasem
Taherparvar. After July 1966, once contact had been established between
Hasanpour and the Jazani Group, Taherparvar met with Zia-Zarifi and Safa’i-
Farahani.?

Around July 1969, Houshang Nayyeri introduced his older cousin, Iraj Nayyeri,
to Hasanpour.
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11

Jazani Group Compromised

In the afternoon of 8 January 1968, word got around in Tehran, then throughout
Iran, that Gholam-Reza Takhti was dead.!

Takhti, the epic wrestling champion, had been much more than a sportsman and
a celebrity; he was a national icon, a pillar of virtue. He represented the soul and
spirit of Iranians enamoured with gallantry, humility, selflessness, and discreet
service to the downtrodden and the poor. He stood also for political defiance,
intransigence, and valour in the face of the mighty and arrogant. In January
1963, during the first and last congress of the Mosaddeqist National Front,
Takhti had been elected to its prestigious Council. The invincible and righteous
national hero had committed suicide and Iranians were traumatized, trying very
hard to cope with the news.

The front pages of the major Iranian dailies on Tuesday, 9 January were
dedicated to pictures of Takhti, his tearful wife, Shahla, and their baby son,
Babak. However, there was also a tiny four-line piece announcing the arrival of
Sheykh Sabah al-Salim al-Sabah, Emir of Kuwait.?

On Wednesday, 10 January, the Emir was welcomed by the Shah at Mehrabad
airport and the two heads of state drove to Ferdowsi Square in a car. At Ferdowsi
Square, during an elaborate ceremony, Tehran’s mayor presented the Emir with a
golden key of the city. Subsequently, the Emir, accompanied by the Shah, drove



once again through the streets of Tehran lined with well-wishers. The last leg of
the ceremonial journey from Ferdowsi Square to the Golestan Palace was in the
royal carriage.

First raids

On Tuesday afternoon, 9 January 1968, Sourki and Jazani were arrested. Naser
Agayan, the SAVAK collaborator and informer in Sourki’s original group, had
tipped off his superiors. A few hours before this arrest, Agayan had met with
Sourki to hand over two pistols. Jazani was to meet with Sourki at Malek Street
to obtain the two weapons and hand them over to Sa‘id Kalantari. All this
preparation had been towards robbing the Cooperative and Distribution Bank.3

Jazani and Sourki had been under SAVAK’s very close surveillance for some
time. The timing of their arrest may have been related to them exchanging
pistols one day before the arrival of the Emir of Kuwait. SAVAK was probably
anxious about the possibility of an attempt on the life of the Shah and the Emir
of Kuwait as they paraded through the streets of Tehran. Agayan’s report that
weapons were being exchanged and that the Jazani Group was planning some
sort of operation raised a red flag. SAVAK took the preventive step to arrest
Jazani and Sourki.*

A few handwritten notes were discovered by SAVAK after Jazani’s arrest. The
suspicious notes included references to street addresses, telephone pylons and
wires, pieces of cloth, 